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His  Miftakes  are  rcflified,  his  falfe  Arguing 
refuted,  and  the  Objections  againfl: 
the  PLANNED  American  Episcopate 
fhewn  to  remain  in  full  Force,  notwith- 
ftanding  all  he  has  offered  to  render 
.  them  invalid. 
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Charles  Ceiauncy,  D.  D, 

Paftor  of  the  Firft  Church  in  Boston. 

‘  JVhen  fuch  as  our  Diocefans  upy  the  Church 

was  prefently  broke  into  Pieces,  and  by  odious  Conientt-' 
ons  and  Divijions  became  a  Scandal  and  Scorn  to  Unbe- 
lievers,  *Tq  read  but  the  ASls  of  Councils  ^and  the  Hiftory 
of  the  Churchy  and  there  find  the  horrid  Contentions  of 
Prelates  againfl  each  other  ,  the  Parties  which  they  made^ 
their  running  up  and  down  the  IVorld  to  Princes^  and 
Kulers^  and  Synods^  to  bear  down  one  another  ;  it  will 
do  as  much  to  grieve  and  amaze  the  Soul  of  a  fober  Chrtfi 
tiany  Ui  aimofl  any  Hijlory  in  the  World  he  can 
rujed  Eaxter’j  Ireaufc  of  Epifcopacy^  P*  165. 
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INTRODUCTION. 


Dr.  Chandler  propofes,  at  the  clofe  of  his 
defence,  (p,  266)  ‘  that  the  debate 
be  reduced  within  a  narrower  compafs,  and 
that  nothing  tha.t  does  not  immediately  re? 
late  to  the  merits  of  the  caufe  be  ofered 
on  cither  fide/  Had  he  made  this  propo- 
fal,  when  he  undertook  to  open  the  plan  for 
an  American  epifeopate,  faying  nothing  but 
what  dircdlly  tended  to  give  it  admiffion  in¬ 
to  the  mind  as  reafonable,  he  would  at  once 
have  leflfcned  my  labour,  and  prevented  the 
trefpafs  that  has  been  committed  upon  the 
^patience  of  thofe  who  have  been  our  rea¬ 
ders.  If,  in  his  ‘  appeal/  in  my  ‘  an- 


fwer’  to  it,  and  in  his  ‘  defence*  of  it,  ma- 


ny  pages  are  filled  with  lia¥<g  no  morerciati- 
on  to  an  ‘  American  Epifeopate,*  than  the 
difpute  ‘  whether  Aaron’s  linnen  Ephod 
was  of  blue,  or  a  fea*watcr-grcen,’  the 
Doftor  very  well  knows  where  the  blame 
ought  to  be  laid.  No  one  would  have 
thought  it  an  afperfion,  if  he  had  taken  it 
wholly  to  himfelf.  The  limitation  he propo- 
fes  though  proper  at  firft,  does  not  now  wear 
fo  equitable  an  afpefl:,  at  lcaft,as  comingfrom 
him.  He  has  taken  the  fuUelt  liberty,  not 
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only  in  his  ‘  appeal,’  but  in  hjs  ‘  vindica¬ 
tion*  of  it  ;  and  now  he  would  reftrain 
others,  keeping  them  within  thofc  bounds 
he  has  leaped  over,  and  putting  it  out  of 
their  power  to  remark  upon  the  greatefl; 
part  of  what  he  has  been  pleafed  to  offer. 
This  does  not  look  fair.  However,  from 
a  juft  fenfe  of  that  refpedl  which  is  due  to 
the  Publick,  I  (hall  endeavour  to  make  the 
tryal  of  their  patience  as  light  as  may  be  ; 
ftill  depending  lo  far  upon  their  candor,  as 
to  fay  what  may  be  ncceffary  in  juftice  to 
myftlf,  though  it  fhould  not  always  imme¬ 
diately  relate  to  the  grand  point  in  difpute^ 

«■  I  i- 


'  The  Doftor  further  propofes,  that  no 
inve6live  or  abufe,  nothing  that  favors  of 
bigotry  or  barbarity,  be  fuffered  to  mingle 
in  the  debate  ;  but  that  ingenuous,  fober 
rcafoning  fhould  decide  it.”  He  would 
have  made  this  propofal  with  a  better  grace, 
if  he  had  more  fully  exemplified,  in  his  own 
condud:,  what  he  has  here  recomended. 
It  is  true,  his  air  in  writing  fometimes  car¬ 
ries  the  appearance  of  candor  and-mildnefs  ; 
nor  is  it  generally  milbecoming  the  gentle¬ 
man,  or  the  chriftian.  But  will  any  pre¬ 
tend,  that  his  manner  is  not  too  often  very 
like  their’s  who  are  aftuated  by  a  fpirit  of 
^  ^  bigotry  ?’  Has  he  no  where  treated  his 

opponents  with  ^  invedlivc  and  abufe  ?’  Are 
there  no  inftances,  in  which  he  has  had  re- 
courfe  to  evafive  art,  rather  than  folid  argu¬ 
ment  ?  Has  he  never  fubftituted  popular 
exclamation  in  the  room  of  good  reafoning..  ? 
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Do  we  never  find  him  *  difingenuoufly’  en¬ 
deavouring  to  make  others  think  he  has  an- 
fwered  powerfully,  when  he  himfelf  knew 
he  had  faid  nothing  to  the  purpofc  ?  Nay, 
has  he  never  fodilhonoured  his  own  charafter 
as  only  to  laugh  loud,  when  fo  prefled  as  to 
be  unable  to  make  a  jufl  or  fober  reply  ? 
The  intelligent  reader,  I  doubt  not,  has  ob- 
ferved  inftances  in  all  thefc  kinds  ;  and  we 
lhall  have  occafion,  in  proper  time  and  place, 
to  hold  them  up  to  publick  view.  After  all, 
the  propofal  here  made  is  not  objeded  to,  fo 
far  as  1  am  concerned  in  it.  1  efteem  it  a 
chriftian  as  well  as  reafonable  rule  of  condud, 
and  (hall  accordingly  endeavour  to  govern 
myfelf  by  it  in  what  may  follow.  Should  the 
Doftor  think  fit  to  write  again,  it  will  be 
eminently  proper  in  him  not  to  forget  to  do 
himfelf,  as  he  propofes  that  others  (hould  do 
in  this  debate.  .  1  would  advife  him  to 
bear  it  habitually  on  his  mind,  that  Epifeo- 
palia'ns  as  truly  as  other  denominations  of 
chriftians,  may  be  fo  ftrongly  biafied  in  fa¬ 
vor  of  their  own  fide,  as^o  be  equally  in¬ 
capable  of  perceiving  the  force  of  the  moft 
powerful  argument  -,  and  that  it  may,  with 
as  much  truth,  be  faid  of  them,  that  ‘  tn 
feeing  they  will  not  fee,’  and  ‘  in  hearing 
they  will  not  underftand.’ 


I  SHALL  not  think  it  impertinent  to 
fubjoin  here,  that  it  ought  not  to  be 
looked  upon  as  any  fault  of  mine,  if  the 
reader  fhould  be  detained  from  the  grand 
?oiNT  in  difputc,  longer  than  he  might 
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reafonably  expeft.  I  chafe  particularly  to 
mention  this,  that  the  Dodor  may  be  up¬ 
on  his  guard  for  time  to  come,  and  not  a<St 
fo  unfair  a  part  as  to  endeavour  to  faften 
that  blame,  in  this  refped,  upon  others, 
which  he  only,  in  juftice,  is  accountable 
for  ;  as  he  has  put  them  upon  taking 
notice  of  what  he  has  faid  that  is  fo- 
. reign  to  the  main  subject,  or  to  pafs  it 
over  as  impertinent. 


»  « 

I  now  go  on  to  offer  what  I  have  to  fay 
in  reply  to  the  Dodor’s  ‘  defence  and  in 
the  doing  of  it,  I  fhall  follow  the  order  in 
which  he  has  given  us  his  thoughts. 


-  f 


* 

to  Dr.  Chandlers 
Intro  dudlory  O  bferva  tionso 


eE  coniplain's  bitterly,  in  this  part  oi 
L-his  defence,  erpccially  of  the  manner,, 
in  which  he  has  been' oppofed.  As  I 
am  net  the  named  pcrfon’againft  whom  thefe 
complaints  are  made,  and  feel  within  my  felF  ' 
a  cenfeioufRefs  of  not  having  given  any  juft 
oecafioR'  for  -  them,  k  would  be  impertinenc 
in  me  to  remark  upon  them*.  TbQ 
^ndGentinel^  who  arc  particularly  pointed  oiit,^ 
have  evidenced  to  the  world  their  ability  to 
vindicate  themfclves.;  and,  it  is  probable,  ths 
Dodor  will  hear  from  them,  if  they  fliould 
think  it'  worth  while  to  take  notice  of  the 
charges  he  has  exhibited  againft  them,  I' 
would  not  be  taxed  with  officioufly  going  out 
g1  my  own  line  to  do  that  which  is  the  pro¬ 
per  bafinefs  of  others,  and  for  the  doing  of 
which  they  are  much  Ectter  qualified  than  B 
can  pretend  to  be. 

None  of  the  Doflor’s  obfervations  have 
any  fpccial  reference  to  me,  until  we  come 
to  the  laft^  which  he  calls  a  mod  mate¬ 
rial  one,^^  and  to  which  he  ‘keqnefts  the 
attention  of  every  reader.*^  I  alfo,.  in  my 
turn,  could  make  a  requeft.  It  is  only  this 
reafoniable  one,  that  the  reader,  while  he 
attends  to  the-Do6tor’s  ‘‘  moft  material  obfer- 
vation,”  would  impartially  confider  what 
may  be  offered,  wherein  it  relates  to  me,- ia 
anfwer  to  it. 

After  a  ‘  dead  filcnce/  for  a^'while,  al 
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to  any  ‘  diffatisfafllon’  ifetative  to  the  pkrt 
that  had'  been  firopofed,-  ‘  it  was  at  length 
difcovered  (fays  the  Doftor)  that  a  number  ©f 
pcrfons  had  entered  into  a  combination  to  run 
down  the  appeal,  and  vigoroufly  to  oppofe, 
at  any  rate,  the  refidence  of  Bilhops  in 
Arfieftca.’  The  combination  he  here  Ipeaks 
of,  with'  as  pofitive  aflurance  as  though  he 
himfelf  had  been  an  affociate,  has  notj  tak* 
ing  me  into  it,  the  leaft  foundation  in  truth  , 
but  is  wholly  a  phantomofhis  own  imagination. 

J  never  heard  of  a  ‘  fettled  plan  of  operation, 
in  which  I  was  to  bear  a  part,  and  make  what, 
the  Do£lor  fays,  ‘  may, in  fome  fenfe,  be  called  a 
regular  attack  upon  the  appeal,’  till  I  had  this 
information  of  it'from  him.  The  honeft  truth 
'  is,  I  undertook  to  anfwer  the  appeal,  becaufc 
I  could  hear  of  no  one  at  New-York,  Philadel¬ 
phia,  or  in  any  part  of  New-Englandj  who  ap¬ 
peared  difpofed  to  engage  in  this  work.  Had  I 
then  known  what  theDodlor  fays  was  at  length 
difcovered^’  I  fhould  certainly  have  flood  by  a 
fpedfator  only.  As  it  had  been  publifhed,  that 
it  no  objeftions  were  offered  againft  the  prop©!-, 
ed  american  Epifeopate,  it  would  be  taken  for 
granted  all  parties  were  fatisfied,’  i  was  unwill- 
fllence  fhould  be  conftrued  an  argument 
of  general  [atisfa5iion,  when  1  knew  nothing  ^ 
Was  more  contrary  to  the  truth  ;  and  it  was  for 
this  fpecial  reafonihat  1  entied  upon  an  affair, 
which  I  faid,in  the  advertifement  to  my  anfwer, 

*  would  expofe  me  to  much  ill  will. 
has  been  fliamefully  verified  fince  by  the 
fcurrilous  treatment  1  have  met  with  in  forne 
of  the  New-York  periodical  papers,  occafi- 
oned  by  my  attempting  to  comply  with  an  epifl 
copal  defire  publickly  made  known  i  although 
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the  mannef  in  which  it  was  done  ha  sbeencom- 
piained  of  by  fome  as  over-mild  arid  candid, 

^  In  confequence  of  the  Doftor’s  imaginary 
plan  of  operation,  a  furious  onfet  has  been 
made  on  the  harmlefs  well-meant  appeal,  be¬ 
gun'  by  pr.  Chamey  in  ‘  regular  form,’  and 
fupported  by  the  and  Centinel  in  ‘  week¬ 
ly  fkirmilhes,’  in  which  they  were  affifted 
by*  occafional  fallies  of  a  number  of  volun- 
tiers,’  and  the  whole  performed  with  ‘  as 
much  fpirit  and  warmth  as  the  friends  of  thefe 
adventurers  could  with.’  And  what  was  the 
luccefs  ?  Shockingly  bad  on  the  fide  of  its 
opponents  !  For,  lays  the  Doftor,  ‘  notwith- 
ftanding  all  their  refolution,  alertnefs,  and  cau¬ 
tion,  they  have  been  obliged  to  give  up  the 
grand  ebje6l  of  the  conteft  as  above  explain¬ 
ed.’  And  here  he  particularly  brings  me  in 
as  giving  up  this  grand  point  in  difpute. 
Says  he,  ‘  Dr.  Chauncy  declares  for  himfelf 
and  his  .brethren  (p.  180)  in  the  following 
words  5  We  defire  no  other  liherty,  than  to  be 
left  unreflfained  in  the  exercife  'of  cur  religious 
principles  i  info  far  as  we  are  good  members  of 
jociety.  And  we  are  perfectly  witling  Epifi- 
copalians  (loould  enjoy  this  liberty  to  tlie  full. 
If  they  think  Bifhops,  in  their  appropriated  fihfe^ 
were  c'onMtuted  by  CHRIST,  or  his 
tles^  we  obje^  not  a  word  againfl  their  hav¬ 
ing  as  many  of  them  as  they  pleafe^  if  they 
will  be  content  to  have  them  v^ith  authori¬ 
ty  ALTOpETHER  DERIVED  fROM  CHRIST*!, 

So  again,  in  p.  189,  ^  It  is  not  simply  the 
exercife  of '  any  of  their  religious  principles  that 
.would  give  the  leafl  uneajinefs^  nor  yet  th^ 
txercife  of  them  under  as  many  purely  spI“ 
RITUAL  Bi (loops  as  they  would  wijh  to  have  ; 
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hiii  their  having  Bifhops  under  a  state  e- 
stablishment/  Thefe,  jt  is.acknowkdg« 
.  cd,  are  my  words  ;  but  with  what  truths 
or  juftice,  the  Doflor  could  fay,  they  contain 
^hat  in  them  which  looks  like  rny  ‘  giving 
np  the  main  point’  in  debate,  is  beft  known 
to  himfelf.  ../He  muft^have  besn  ftrangely 
inattentiv.egdf  he  did  not  perceive,  .  that  the 
Bifliops  in  his  plan,  and  thdfe  1  fpake  of,  were 
^-ESSENTIALLY  different,  and  confequently  that 
I  might  oppofe  the  former, ^while  I  had  no 
objedtioB  againft  the  latter.  Vv^hat  he  has 
,  Jhere  introduced  with  no  fmall  parade,  and  pe¬ 
remptorily  affirmed  for  truth,  amounts  to  no 
morenhan  a  declaration  of  the  fenfe  he  is  plea- 
fed  to  put  upon  my  words  ;  which  fenfe  it 
Biay  be  worthy  of  notice,  1  had  purpofely  ta¬ 
ken  care  to  guard  againft,  in  as  explicit  a  man¬ 
ner  as  I  well  could.  The  Biftiops  I  had  not 
a  word  to  objefi  to,^  the  Bifhops  that  ‘  would 
give  no  uneafinefs/  were  particularly  defcri.-- 
bed  as  having  authq^rity  altogether 
TROM  CHRIST/  and  as  being  ‘  purely  spi^ 

'  ritual’  Bifhops.  Thefe,  the  Do£!:or  could 
not  but  know,  were,  in  my  apprehenfion,  quite 
different  from  the  Bifhops  propofed  in  his 
plan,  and  that  1  had  largely  endeavoured  ,to 
ihow  wherein  they  were  fo.  And  yet,  at  the 
very  entrance  upon  his  defence,  and  before  he 
bad  fo  much  as  attempted  to  offer  a  word  in 
proof  that  his  Bifhops,  and  thofe  I  expreffed 
my  approbation  of, were  the  same,  he  would 
prepoffefs  his  readers  with  the  thought,  that 
■this  was  the  real  truth  %  and  confequenily  that 
I  had  wrote  many  fcores  of  pages  in  oppofi- 
Jtion  to  that,  againft  3vhich  ‘  I  had  not  a  word 
to  obje£l/  Js  this  ‘  ingenious  ?’  Would  not 

the 
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•.the  Doflor'  have  done  himfelf  more  honour. 
and  his  caufc  more  fervice,  if,  in  a  way  of fo- 
■  ter '  reafoning,’ he  had  endeavoured  to  make 
it  evident,  that  I  had  adled  a  weak,  ridiculous, 
and  inconfiftent  part,  before  he  virtually  told 
the  world  that  I  had  fo  done.,  Notvvithfland- 
jng  this  boafted  afilirance,'  enough  was  laid 
in  the  anfwer  to  the  appeal  to  fatisfy  any  rea- 
fonablc  man, that  the  Bifhops  propofed  by  Dr. 

'  .Chandler,  and  thofe  ‘  not  objefted  to’  bj-'Dr. 

-  Chauncy,were  as  widely  different,  as  this  world 
is  from  another  •,  and  it  may  hereafter  appear, 
that  the  affigned  reafons  for  this  difference 
have  not  been  in  the  leaft  invalidated  by  any 
thing  the  Docior  has  offered  in  his  long  la¬ 
boured  defence.  He  has  indeed-  .very  fligh- 
.  tily  paffod  over  this  MOST  essential  part 
of.the  difpute  ;  though  more  than  once  called 
■upon  to  make  out  the  , right  of  Epifcopalians 
to  fuch  Bifhops  as  are  fpecified  in  his  publifo- 
.ed  plan.  If  he  would  do  juflice  to  his  own 
.charader,  and  promote  the  caufe  he  is  en¬ 
gaged  in,  he  nauft  not  fuhftitute  arbitrary  mif- 
conftrudion  _  in  the  room  of  fplid  reafoning, 
and  upon  dais  footrng  triuipphantly  allure  hts 
readei-s,  ‘  the  matter  being  brought  to  this 
jffue.he  might  give  up  all  further  controvcrfy.’ 

The  Dodor'  having  faid  (p.  ii)  that  ‘  his 
.chief  bufinefs  was  with  me,’  goes  on  to  con¬ 
trail  his  own  diffidence  with  'my  gigantic  con- 
■fidence.’  What  gave  the  occafion  for  this  ? 
The  reader  may  wonder  when  I  tell  him  its 
rife.  The  Dodor  introduced  his  appeal  by  in¬ 
forming  the  Publick,  '  that  he  vras  appointed 
,to  this  fcrvice  by  the  convention  of  the  cler¬ 
gy  of  New-York,  and  the  Jerfies,  with  fome 
of  their  brethren  from  the  neighbouring  pro¬ 
vinces 
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vinces  Whereas,  I  introduced  my  anfwer  to 
the  appeal  by  faying,  ‘  that  I  could  not  pretend 
to  fuch  diftinguilhing  honour,  but  was  prevail¬ 
ed  upon  to  engage  in  the  caufe  by  the  delire  of 
private  friends  only.’  The  Doftor  IhrewdJy 
infers  herefrom,  that  he  is  a  man  of  ‘  diffi¬ 
dence,*  but  that  I  am  a  ‘  giant  for  confidence  ;* 
for  no  reafon  but  bccaufe  I  prefumed  to  en¬ 
ter  the  lift  with  one  fo  eminently  important,  as 
to  be  fele61:ed  by  a  venerable  body  of  the 
Clergy  to  write  an  ‘  appeal  to  the  Fublick.* 
Some  of  his  readers  may  poffibly  efteera  this 
incenfe  offered  to  himfelf  an  illuftration  of  his 
fingularly  modeft‘' diffidence  but,  I  am  fure, 
none  of  them  can  account  his  treatment  of  m6 
a  juft  fpecimen  of  that  ‘ingenious  reafoning* 
itript  of  all  ‘  abufe,’  which  he  recommends  to 
'others  in  the  'management  of  the  prefent  dif- 
pute.  It  would  be  eafy,  bccaufe  it  would 
be  natiiral,  by  comparing  the  manner  of  the 
Dloftor’s  ‘  coming  forward’  with  mine,to  make 
reprifals,  by  inverting  the  order  of  the  contrail 
he  has  brought  to  view ;  but  theoccafion  istoo 
trifling, and  1  an’tdifpofed  to  deal  in  that  which 
may  look  like  returning  ‘9railing  for  railing. 

‘  1  HAD  complained,  ‘  that  tke'afguments’in 

fupport  of  the  Petiti  ons  for  an  American 
Epifeopate  had  been  kept  fecret,’  and  that  ‘  ah 
authentick  knowledge  of  them,  though  appli¬ 
ed  for,  was  fejeaed.”'  To  this  the  Dodtor  re¬ 
plies  (p.  12)”'  I  know  nothing  of  fuch  appli¬ 
cation,  or  rcjedlion.’  I  am  dilpofed  to  think, 
he  here  wrote  as  he  thought.  But,  if  he  had 
taken  time  for  rccolledtion,  it  is  probable  he 
would  have  called  to  mind  what  he  might  not 
then  have  had  in  aftual  remembrance.  Did 
he  never  hear  of  a  formal  application  made 
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by  Dr.  Stiles  in  a  letter  to  the  Clerk  of 
the  Ncw-York  convention,  defiring  a  copy  of 
their  petitions,  efpecially  their  petition  to  the 
King,  and  of  the  formal,  negative  put  upon 
this  reafonable  requeft  ?  Did  he  never  hear 
of  any  controverfy  between  the  American 
Whig, and  this  Clerk  of  the  convention,  relative 
to  the  petition  to  the  King,  wherein  he  was 
called  upon  to  put  an  end  to  the  difpute  by 
producing  the  words  of  the  petition,  which  he 
refufed  to  do  ?  The  Do6tor  muft  be  a  much 
greater  ‘  ftranger  in  Ifraef  than  I  took  him  to 
be,  if  he  never  heard  of  thefc  things,  Belides, 
1  could,  were  it  proper,  name  one  member  at 
leaft  of  this  convention  who  was  applied  to  for 
a  copy  of  the  petition  to  the  King,  but  in 
vain.  Should  the  Dodtor  be  ignorant  of 
ihefe  truths,  furely  his  ignorance  is  no  proof 
that  they  are  not  fuch.  There  might  have 
been  the  ‘  applications’  and  ‘  rejeftions’  com¬ 
plained  of,  though  he  knew  nothing  of  them. 
But,  fays  he,  ‘  the  complaint  is  altogether 
groundlefs  •,  for  the  plan  upon  which  it  was 
propofed  that  Bifliops  fhould  be  fent  to  Ame¬ 
rica, and  the  arguments  afterwards  made  ujeof  in 
fupport  of  our  petitions^  adually  were  publilh- 
ed  a  confiderable  time  before  the  petitions 
were  fent. — And  afterwards  it  was  voted  by 
©ur  convention,  that  more  particular  informati¬ 
on  fhould  be  publifhed,andthe  whole  matter  ex¬ 
plained, for  the  fatisfadion  of  all  parties ;  in  con- 
fequence  of  which  the  appeal  was  draw  n  up, 
and  publifhed.’  What  is  all  this  to  the  pur- 
pofe  }  It  is  true,  fuch  arguments,  in  fupporc 
of  the  plan  for  American  Bifhops,  as  were 
thought  fit  to  be  publickly  ufed,  wc  have 
been  made  acquainted  with*  But  tuc  quef- 
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tionHs,'are  tlkfe  tfeo^LY  ones  that  enforced 
ihc  pctiiions  that  v/erc  ftnt  Home  ?  Will 
the  Doftor  venti^c  to  lay,  lio  others  were, 
ufed  ?  ]f  this  is  the  truths  how  cemes  it  tc' 


pafs,  that  thefc  petitions  are  fccrctdd  to  this 
day  r  If  ali^  that  they  contain  has  been  al¬ 
ready  publifhed,  what  polTible  harm  can  'there 
be  iiV  giving  copies  ot  rhem  ?  It  ought  not  to 
be  taken  amifsvif^'in  this  view  of  the  cafe,  if 
is  generally  fuppoibd,that  feme  things  are  faid, 
in  ftlpport  of ‘thefc  petitions,  v»^hich  the  Cler¬ 
gy  who  fent  thenij  are  not  wilimg  .fhould  be 
pubhekly  known.  It  cannot  oeherwife'  be 


zicccunieJ.  for5  that  they  fliolild  thus  fleadily 
jefufe  a  copy  of  them.  If  any  credit  is  due 
to  the  'word  of  a  Gentleman  of  v/dl  efiabliihed 
reputation,  who  was  favoured  with  a  fight, 
though  not  with  a  copy,  of  one  cf  thefe  ptti- 
lianSp  it  contained  that  in  it  which  has'  never''^ 


been  made  pubiick,  by  any  who  have  wj6:e 
in  fuppoi  t  of  the’ plan  for  an  Epilcopate  in  the  ‘ 
Colonies.  I  am  fully  Satisfied,  in  common 
with  many  others,  that  the  true  caufe,  at  bot¬ 
tom,  why  we  can  have  no  ^  authentic  know¬ 
ledge’  of  the  contents  of  thefe  petitions  is, 
their  having  that  inftrted  in  them,  which  the 
Epifcopal  Clergy,  for  reafons  bed  known* 
to  themicives,  do  not  chufe  the  pubiick 
ihould  be  let  into.  1  he  Dodtor  would 
have  afled  a  more  fair  and  honourable  parfp  * 


if  he  had  plainly  faid  fo,  and  not  endeavour ed 
to  turn  his  readers  oft  with  difguifed  amufement. 
He  now  proceeds  to  the  ‘  defence  of  his 
«  appeal;’  which  leads  me,  in  purfuit  of  his 
own  method  to  ixi^ke  forne  lutable  reply 
what  he  has  feen  fit  to  offer. 


Reply  to  Dr.  Chandler’s 

Firll:  Sedlion. 


,HIS  fcclion  he  dcfigned  as  a  defence,  in 
pare  at  Icaft,  of  the  *  flcctch  of  argu¬ 
ments*  he  had  brought  to  view,  in  his  ^  ap¬ 
peal,’  in  favour  of  Epifcopacy  in  general.  it 
is  a  pity  he  put  himfelf  to  the  trouble  of 
giving  us  this  flcetch.  1  remonftrated  againlt 
it,  in  my  anfwer,  p.  14,  and  for  thefc  rea- 
fons.  The  plea,  in  what  he  had  undertaken, 
would,  by  his  own  confeffion,  ^  be  equally  valid, 
whether  thefe  principles  were  founded  right¬ 
ly,  or  wrongly  and  no  valuable  end  could  be 
anfwered  by  this  trouble,  unlcfs  to  incrcafe  the» 
number  of  his  pages,  w^hich  would  detaiji 
his  readers  from  attending  to  the  main  point 
he  propofed  for  debate  ;  and  ncedlcfsly  too,  as 
he  gave  us  only  a  repetition  of  arguments  thae 
had  been  before  repeated  over  and  over  again 
fo  as  to  be  even  naufeoas.  He  has  feen  fic 
frankly  to  acknowledge,  defen.  p.  77,  ‘  that  he 
was  convinced  what  was  faid  upon  the  general 
fubjeft,  however  juft  in  itlelf,  or  proper  in  the¬ 
ory,  had  been  better  omitted.*  And  yet,  he 
has  wrote  no  Icfs  than  ninety-eight  pages  (more 
a  great  deal  than  one  third  part  of  the  whole  of 
what  he  has  offered)  in  fupport  of  that,  concern-^ 
ing  which  he  was  ‘  convinced*  it  had  been  bet¬ 
ter  if  he  had  faid  nothing.  And  what  is  alto- 
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nifhing,  not  being  fatisfied  with  barely  infinu^ 
sting,  he  has  peremptorily  declared,  p.  77,  that 
his  ‘  adverfaries  have  eagerly  laid  hold  of  a  fub- 
jtft  which  has  been  already  debated  for  almofl: 
200  years,  and  will  probably  be  debated  for  20® 
years  to  come  ;  by  this  means  keeping  the  prin¬ 
cipal  OBJECT  of  this  centroverfy,  which  is  an 
Amepican  Episcopate,  at  a  diftance,  and  as 
much  as  poffiblc  out  of  fight.*  Who  could  have 
imagined,  that  one  who  profeiTes  a  regard  to  his 
own  honour  and  charailer,  could  be  capable  of 
reflefting  blame  upon  others,  not  only  in  an 
inftance  wherein  he  himfelf  has  been  grolsly  faul¬ 
ty,  but  wherein  the  faultincfs  of  others,  if  in¬ 
deed  they  are  at  all  faulty,  is  wholly  owing  to 
liim  as  its  real  and  oidy  occafional  caole  ?  Was 
not  the  Dottor  the  very  perfon,  who,  by  his 
necdlefs  ^  flcctch  of  arguments*  to  fupport  Epii- 
copacy  in  general,  ^  kept  out  of  fight  the  grand 
objeft  in  piirfuit  ?’  And 'did  he  not  hereby 
Tender  it  necchary  for  thole  who  anfwered  him 
to  do  the  like,  at  leafi  for  a  while,  and  until 
they  might,  with  allowance  from  him,  bring  this 
oljedt  into  view  ?  He  is  ftill  incxcufably  in¬ 
attentive  upon  this  head  ;  for,  fays  he,  p.  77, 
^  the  Do6lor  kerns  to  have  afled  upon  this  plan, 
exerting  himfelf  upon  the  fubjeft  of  Epifcopacy 
as  if  it  was  his  chief  bufinefs  in  anfwcring  the 
appeal ;  whereas  the  curiofity  of  the  Public  cal¬ 
led  him  to-  purfue  another  objc£l.’ — I  had  em¬ 
ployed  but  about  50  pages  in  20©  upon  the  ge¬ 
neral  fubjeft  of  Epifcopacy  *,  and  this,  after  hav¬ 
ing  remonftrated  againft  the  Dodtor’s  obliging 
me  to  take  this  necdlefj  trouble,  and  cxcufing 
myklf,  on  this  account,  to  the  Public,  for  poft- 
ponin'g,  for  a  w'hile,  the  confideration  of  the 

£rand  point  in  view  :  And  yet,  he  unaccounta¬ 

bly 
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bly.  brings  me  in  making  that  my  chief  bi^si- 
NESS,  which  was  only  a  Irnall  parcofit.and  would 
not  indeed  have  been  any  part,  if  he  had  not 
unfeafonably  and  needleisly  called  me  to  it. 
The  ‘  other  objeft’,  which,  fays  the  Doflor,  in 
the  next  words,  ‘  the  curiofity  of  the  Pablick 
called  him  to  purfuc,  is  an  objeft  from  which  V 
propofc  to  be  no  longer  divcrccd  by  an  endlcfs 
difputc  concerning  Epifcopacy/  And  yet,  if  the 
leader  can  give  credit  to  it,  he  has  ftiil  gone 
on,  in  contradiftion  to  his  own  porpofe,  for 
more  than  to  pages  *,  though  he  had  before 
wrote  upon  the  fame  fubje£t  more  than  7®.  Fer-' 
haps,  when  he  calmly  refieds  upon  his  injudi 
cious  unfairnefs,  not  to  fay .  iriconfiftency  with 
himfclf,  as  above  opened  to  him,  he  may  be 
put  to  the  bluftic  It  is  impoffible  he  fhould 
think,  he  has  fhewn  himfelf  lo  ‘  ingenuous"  as 
might  reafonabiy  have  been  expedi^d  :  Nor  will 
it,  after  this,  appear  any  thing  ftfange,  if  we 
fhould  meet  with  Itill  more  grofs  mifreprefea- 
tations. 

The  Dollar  introduced  the  firfl  fedion  ig 
his  ‘  appeal’  v/ich  obferving,  ‘  that  the  church 
of  England  is  cpifcopal,  and  confequentiy  holds 
the  necefficy  of  BiHiops  to  govern  the  church, 
and  to  confer  ecclefiaftical  orders./  It  was  faid 
m  anfwcr,  ‘  that  the  church  of  Eripiand  neither 
holds,  nor  is  obliged  to  hold,  the  divine  right 
of  Bifliops  in  the  appropriated  fenfe,  to  govern 
the  church,  or  confer  holy  orders  ^  and  that  Bonc 
of  her  public  ofRces,  or  any  part  of  the  fyftetn 
or  her  condud,  are  founded  on  this  principle/ 
The  Dodor  replies,  def,  p.  ^  If  it  be  by  vir¬ 
tue  only  of  the  Jus  hmnanum  of  Epifeopacy  that 
Bilhops  are  neceffary,  itill  the  ends  for  whkh 
they  arc  ncccffary  cannot  be  gbcained 
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them  fo  long  as  we  are  fubjedl  to  the  authority 
that  requires  them.’  It  is  at  once  eafy  and  fuf- 
ficient  to  fay  here,  as  the  authority  requiring  is 
by  fuppofuion  meerly  human^  no  complaints  can 
reafonably  be  made  by  thofe  who  could  have 
none  to  make,  if  they  acknowledged  and  ho¬ 
noured  no  one  but  JESUS  CHRIST  as  su- 
PREME  HEAD  of  the  chriftian  church. 

But  the  jus  divinum  of  Epifcopacy  is  what 
the  Doctor  has  all  along  pleaded  for,  and  it  is 
THIS  RIGHT  only  I  ever  pretended  was  not  the 
doftrine  of  the  church  ofEngland,  And,upon  far¬ 
ther  examination,  in  confequence  of  what  theDoc- 
tor  has  offered,!  am  abundantly  confirmed  in  the 
perfuafion,  that  this  dodtrine  was  never  intend¬ 
ed  to  be  delivered  as  her  faith,  in  any  of  her 
public  offices  ;  no,  not  in  her  ‘  preface  to  the 
book  of  ordination, ’which  hasthe  ftrongeft  afped: 
this  way.  The  DoClor  thinks  the  divine  right 
of  Epifcopacy  is  clearly  and  fully  afferted  in  this 
preface.  Having  ci?ed  thofe  words  of  it  he  fup- 
pofes  make  for  his  parpofe,  wffiicb  I  fliall 
throw  into  the  margin,  ^  he  obferves  upon  them 

as 

^  ^  It  IS  evident  to  all  men  diligently  reading  holy 
fcrlpturcjand  ancient  authors,  that,  from  the  apoftles 
time,  there  have  been-  thefe  orders  of  minifters  in 
^  CHRIS  * ’s  church  ;  Biihops,  Priefis,  and  Dea¬ 
cons.  Which  oitices  w^ere  evermore  had  in  fuch  re¬ 
verend  eftimation,  that  no  man  might  prefume  to 
execute  any  of  them,  except  he  were  firil:  called, 
tried,  examined,  and  known  to  have  fuch-.  qualities 
as  arc  requifite  for  the  fame  ;  and  alio  by  public 
prayer,  with  impofition  of  hands  v/ere  approved  and 
admitted  thereunto  by  lawful  authority.  And  there¬ 
fore,  to  the  intent  that  thefe  orders  may  be  continu¬ 
ed,  and  reverently  ufed  and  elfeemed  in  the  church 
England^  no  man  fnall  be  accounted  or  taken  to 
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as  follows,  ‘  If  the  reader  will  now  carefully  con- 
fider  this  paflage,  Icc  hin)  fay.  Whether  it  is  eafy 
to  conceive  a  more  direft,  poficive,  and  compleat 
teftimony  in  favour  of  Epifcopacy,  than  is  here 
given  by  the  compilers  of  the  ordinal.  The  dif- 
tindtion  of  the  three  orders  of  Biihops,  Pricfts, 
and  Deacons,  is  in  this  preface  fully  afTerted 
the  antiquity  of  this  diftindtion  is  deduced  from 
the  Apoltlcs  time  — the  evidence  in  favour  of 
it  is  faid  to  be  contained  ‘  in  holy  feripture,  and 
ancient  authors  f — and  the  clearnefs  of  this  evi- 
'dence  is  fuch  that  it  muft  appear  ‘  to  all  men  di¬ 
ligently  reading  the  holy  feripture/  In  confe- 
quenceof  this  dodlrine,‘  no  man  is  to  be  account¬ 
ed  a  lawful  Biihop,  f  rieft,  or  Deacon  in  the 

.church 

be  a  lawful  Bifliop,  Prieft,  or  Deac#n,  in  the  church 
of  England,  or  fuifered  to  execute  any  of  the  faid 
fundlions,  except  he  be  called,  tried,  examined,  and 
admitted  thereunto,  according  to  the  form  hereafter 
following,  or  hath  formerly  epifcopal  confecrati- 
cn,  or  ordination/ 

I  would  give  notice  here,  that,  after  long  feeking,  I 
was  at  length  helped  to  a  fight  of  the  old  ordinal, 
from  the  library  of  the  long  dcceafdd  venerable  Dr. 
JncreTife  Mather,  Whether  it  was  one  of  the  firil: 
printed  copies,  or  a  reprint  from  one  of  thefe,  I 
cannot  fay  ;  becaufe  the  year  in  which  it  was  print¬ 
ed  is  not  mentioned.  But,  by  its  being  printed  ia 
the  Old  Englifh  letter,  it  muft  be  of  ancient  date. 
At  the  bottom  of  the  title  page  are  thefe  words  ‘Lon¬ 
don,  printed  by  Robert  Barker  and  ychn  Blll^  Prin¬ 
ters  to  the  King’s  mod  excellent  Majedy.  Upon 
comparing  this  with  the  present  ordinal  I  find, 
that  in  conformity  to  the  e<»m million  granted  by 
King  Charles  the  2d  to  feveral  Bifhops  and 
ether  Divines,  to  review  die  book  of  common  pray¬ 
er,  and  the  book  of  the  form  and  manner  of  mak- 
iud  confeciadng  of  Bifhops,  Prkfts,  and  Deacons, 
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churcho  f  England.’ — If  I  fhould,  in  my  own 
words,  point  out  the  inconclufivenefs  of  the 
Doctors  reafoning  here,  he  and  his  friends  might 

be 


and  to  prepare  fuch  alterations  and  additions  as 
they  thought  fit  to  offer,  that  they  did  accordingly 
make  and  prepare  a  number  of  alterations  and  addi¬ 
tions,  and  foHie  very  momentous  ones  ;  which  were 
approved  by  his  Majelly,  and  eftablifhed  by  a£f  of 
Parliament  in  the  14th  year  of  his  reign.  This  is 
the  ordinal  that  has  been  in  ufe  ever  fmce.  I  fhall 
have  occafion  to  point  out  moft  of  thefe  alterations, 
in  marginal  notes,  upon  what  may  follow.  One 
very  material  alteration  1  fhall  take  notice  of  here. 
In  the  €)L®  ordinal  the  words,  in  the  preface,  are, 

*  which  oifices  were  evermore  had  in  fuch  reverent 
efiirnation,  that  no  man  by  his  own  private  authority 
might  prefume  to  execute  any  of  them  [the  before- 
mentioned  offices]  except  he  were  firft  called — and 
alfo  by  public  prayer  and  impofition  of  hands,  ap¬ 
proved  and  admitted  thereunto.  And  therefore,  to 
the  intent  that  thefe  orders  fliould  fee  continued,  and 
reverently  ufed  and  efteemed  in  this  church  ofEng- 
land,  it  is  requifitc  that  no  man  (not  feeing  at  this 
prefent,  Bifhop,  Prieft,  nor  Deacon)  fhall  execute 
any  of  them  except  he  be  called,  tried,  examined, 
and  admitted,  according  to  the  form  hereafter  fol¬ 
lowing.’  In  the  NEW,  they  are  thus  altered,  ^  which 
offices  v/ere  evermore  had  in  fuch  reverend  eftima- 
ti©n,  that  no  man  ?mght  prefume  Jo  execute  any  of  ihem^ 
except  he  were  nrft  called— and  alfo  by  public  pray¬ 
er  and  impofition  of  hands  were  approved  and  admit- 
ed  thereunto  by  lawful  authority.  And  therefore,  to 
the  intent— mm  Jhall  be  aemmtef  or  taken  to  he^ 
a  \wful  Bif-)op^  Prufl,  or  Deacon^  in  the  church  of 
Rnflandy  or  fupred  U  execute  any  of  the  faid  fun^ionSy 
except  he  be  called,  tried,  examined,  and  admitted 
thereunto  according  to  the  form  hereafter  following, 
hath  had  formerly  epifcopal  confecratisn  or  orduia-- 
iionJ  It  is  obvious,  at  firft  fight,  according  to  the 

present  ordinal,  that  no  man  maybe  looked  upon’ 
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be  difpofed  to  cry  out  prejudice  !  obftinacy  ! 
perverfe  blindnefs  !  1  fliall  therefore  give  ths 

proper  reply,  at  leaft  in  part,  in  the  language  of 
two  famous  epifcopal  writers.  Bifhop  Hoad- 
ly,  who  has  defended  Epifcopacy  in  a  more  maf- 
terly  way  than  any  one  I  have  ever  yet  met  with, 
in  anfwer  to  Dr.  Calamy,  thus  expreffes 
himfelf  upon  this  very  paflage  in  the  preface  to 
the  book  of  ordination,  f  ‘  You  wholly  alter 
the  form  of  that  fcntence  in  the  preface  t®  the 
ordination-office,  on  which  you  ground  this  ob- 
jeilion  •,  and  feem  to  me  to  mifreprefent  the 
plain  defign  and  intent  of  it.  For  there  is  fome 
difference,  I  think,  between  thefe  two  fentences, 

‘  Eifnops,  Priefts,  and  Deacons,  are  three  dillindt 
o.'-ders  in  the  church,  by  divine  appoint¬ 
ment  and  ‘from  thcApoftles  times, there  have 
been  thefe  orders  in  CHRIST’S  church,  Bifhops, 
Priefts,  and  Deacons.’  The  former  of  thefe  is 
your’s ;  and  leads  people  to  think,  that  the 
principal  intent  of  this  fentence  you  fcruple,  was ' 
to  lay  it  down  for  an  undoubted  truth,  that  Bi- 
flrops,  Priefts,  and  Deacons,  are  three  diftindt 

orders, 

as  a  LAWFUL  minifter  of  the  church  of  England, 
who  has  not  had  epifcopal  ordination  ;  but  it  it  dots 
not  appear,  that  this  was  the  cafe  while  the  old  or¬ 
dinal  was  in  ufe.  Certain  it  is,  that  the  com- 
'miffioned  reviewers.  King  and  Parliament,  did 
not  think  this  an  indifputable  point  :  otherwife  they 
would  not  have  made  an  alteration,  the  principal  de¬ 
fign  of  which  was  to  put-this  matter  beyond  all  doubt. 
It  is  in  faft  true,  that,  under  the  old  ordinal,  thofe 
were  admitted  to  officiate  as  minifters  in  the  church 
of  England,  who  were  not  epifcopally  ordained  : 
whereas,  1  fuppofc,  an  inftance  of  this  kins  cannot 
be  produced  fince  the  14th  of  Chat  Its  the  fecond. 

Vid.  his  reafonablcncfs  of  conformity,  p.  57,  58, 
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orders,  (In  the  moft  J1;rifl:  fenfe  of  that  word, and 
in  oppofition  to  thole  epifcopal  men,  who  did 
not  approve  of  that  word  taken  in  fo  ftricl  a 
fenfe)  and  that  by  divine  appointment.  The 
latter  is  the  fentence,  as  it  is  cxprefTed  by  the 
church  itfelf  ;  and  the  defign  of  it  is  plainly  no 
more,  but  to  fignify,  that  Bifhops,  Prieits,  and 
Deacons,  have  been  in  the  church  from  the  be- 
T’  ginning,  diftinguifhed  from  one  another  by 
their  peculiar  oliices.  But,  if  you  take  a  plea- 
fure  in  reprefenting,  and  underftanding,  every 
thing  in  the  way  which  carries  moft  difficulty 
along  w'ith  it,  we  cannot  help  it.’  Another 
champion  in  the  caufe  of  the  church  ofEngland, 
fpeaking  in  reply  to  this  fame  difficulty  objedted 
by  Dr.  Calamy  againft  minifterial  conformity, 
obferves,  ^  with  reference  to  the  words  on  which 
this  difiicultyis  grounded,  that  they  ‘  fay  nothing 
of  DIVINE  RIGHT  or  APPOINTMENT  *,  butonly 
thatj  from  the  Apoftles  times,  there  have  been 
ihefe  orders  from  which,  the  moft  that  can  be 
inferred  is, that  in  fuch  churches  where  there  has 
been  need  of  them,  or  occafion  for  them  all, 
there  have  been  three  fuch  ranks  of  minifters 
.for  the  government  and  inftrudtion  ofCHRIST’s 

o 

church,  from- the  times  of  the  Apoftles  ;  which 

)  cc,  by  Mr.  Calamy\  leave,  does  not  prove  a 

DIVINE  APPOINTMENT  cf  all, —  there  having 

been  other  things^  in  the  Apoftles  days,  which 

vet  for  ail  that  are  not  allowed  to  be  of  divine 
0 

sppoiatment/  § 

The 

YiJ,  Ollyffe  againft  Calamy. 

(C  not  improperly  be  further,  faid,  the  upper 

houfe  of  c^^^'oeation,  no  longer  than  1702,  appear 
to  have  been  of  opinion,  that  Epifeopacy,  upon  the 
footing  DlriNE  APOSTOLICAL  INSTITUTION^ 


Thi  D  oflor  may  perceive,  by  thefe  quota¬ 
tions  rrom  two  famous  wrire  rs  in  behalf  of  the 
church  cf  England,  that  thole  who  cannor,  in 
the  prcfent  cafe,  be  taxed  wiih  ‘  prejudices  ^hat 
might  infiucfiCe  them  to  mllrtp  efcniation,* 
could  diicern  nothing  in  this  ‘  ordination-pre¬ 
face'  that  ‘  feemed  to  have  an  afpecl’  in  fdvour 
of  the  DIVINE'  RIGHT  of  Epilcopacy.  It  is 
true,  it  accounts  no  one  a  lawful  Bifhop, 
crPneff,  or  Deacon,  of  the  church  of  England, 
unh. fs  admitted  to  office  by  lawful  authority, 
in  the  manner  prefcribed.  But  there  is  a  wide 
difference  between  lawful,  and  divine  autho- 

D  riry. 

V/2S  not  the  doclrine  of  the  church  of  England,  not- 
withftanding  ail  that  is  faid  in  the  preface  to  the 
ordinal.  Eor,  it  is  obfervable,  the  lov/cr  houfe, 
this  y«ar,  in  an  addrefs  to  their  Lordfli’ps  begg«d 
that  the  declaration  they  had  made,  and  figned, 
might  be  entered  on  their  books, the  purport  of  which 
was,  ‘  that  whereas  they  had  been  fcandaloufly  repre- 
fented  as  favourers  of  Prefbytery,  in  oppefit  on  to 
Epifcopacy,  they  now  declared,  that  they  acknow¬ 
ledged  the  OR.DER  of  Bifhops,  as  superior  to  Pref- 
byters,  to  be  of  divine  apostolical  iNsn  uti- 
ON.’ — '  The  fame  day  they  prefented  an  additional 
siddfers,  fignifying  that  whereas  this  their  declaiatioa 
had  given  new  offence,  and  that  from  having  beea 
traduced  for  allowing  too  little  to  Epifcopacy, 
they  vycre  accufed  of  ascribing  too  much  to  it„ 
they  begged  therefore  that  their  Lordfhios  would 
take  the  dodlrine  aforefaid  into  their  mature  confi- 
deration. — Calamy%  abridgement,  p.  637,  638.  It 
is  pofTible,  the  upper  houfe  of  convocation  might  ‘ 
be  as  well  acquainted  with  the  preface  to  the  ordi- 
.  nal,  and  its  true  meaning,  as  Dr.  Chandler  ;  and  yet, 
they  accufc  the  lower  houfe  of  afcnbmg  Too  much 
to  Epifcopacy,  in  fpeaking  of  the  order  of  iiirnops 
as  SUPERIOR  to  Prelbvtcrs  by  Divine  as»05T0LI«* 
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rity.  Does  this  preface  sfRrm,  with  the  Doc¬ 
tor,  that  the  power  of  government  and  ordina¬ 
tion  are  by  GOD  appropriated  to  Bifliops,  and 
fo  appopriated- to  them  as  that  they  ought  to  be 
cxercifed  by  no  other,  and,  if  they  are,  that  they 
have  no  valKlirv  -  Let  him,  if  he  can,  give  the 
lead  fhadow  of  proof, that  this  idea  was  intended 
to  be  conveyed-  as  the  fenfe  of  the  church  of 
England.  Until  he  is  able  to  do  this,  it  will  be 
a  vain  thing  in  him  to  pretend,  that  this  is  the 
doftrine  oi  the  Englilli  church,  as  held  forth  in 
this  preface.  The  plain  tru>h  is,  the  ‘  book  of 
ordination,’  the  ‘  preface’  to  which  wc  have  been 
confidering,  is  formed  upon  the  fuppofition,  that 
Prefbyters  have  the  power  of  ordination  in  com¬ 
mon  wirh  Bifhops  •,  nor  can  it  in  any  other  view 
be  made  confiflenc  v/iih  itfclf.  This,  becaufe 
a  matter  of  importance,  even  in  relation  to  the 
grand  point  in  debate,  and  not  commonly  con- 
fidercd,  i  will  a  little  dilite  upon,  and  fliall  do  it 
by  giving  the  Public  a  large  extrad  from  Mr* 
Ferdinand  ‘judgment  of  the  church  of 

England,  in  point  of  ordination  wherein  it  is 
ilicwn,  that  ‘  llie  allows  a  divine  inherent  right 
in  the  Frefbytei’s  office  to  ordain.’  And  I  the 
father  chufe  to  exhibit  this  ex  trad,  becaufe  it  is 
taken  from  a  pamphlet  I  lately  received  from 
the  other  fide  the  Atlantic,  and  is,  perhaps,  the 
oh'y  one  in  America. 

Only,  before  I  proceed,  I  would  take  leave 
iufl  to  inform  the  Dodor,  that  1  have  tryed  the 
experiment  he  propofes,  and  find,  that  1  can 
*•  honeftly  and  confidently  fubferibe’  to  this  or¬ 
dination  preface,  wdih  the  allowance  only  of 
*  explanations’  more  natural,  and  ‘  interpreta¬ 
tions’  lefs  foftening,  than  ninety-nine  in  an  hun¬ 
dred  arc  obliged  to  recur  to,  befor^  they  can. 
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if  they  pay  any  regard  to  confcicnce,  fubferibeto 
the  thirty-nine  articles  of  Jthe  Englifh  church, 
not  to  fay  any  thing  of  the  book,  of  common- 
prayer,  and  other  forms  to  which  they  are  obli¬ 
ged  to  affent  and  confent. — To  go  on. 

Says  the  writer  above-mentioned,  *  It  is  very 
obfervablc,  that,  for  above  an  hundred  years 
after  the  happy  reformation  in  England,  the 
form  of  committing  to  Bifliops  and  Prefbyters 
their  office  and  work  made  no  diftinftion  at  all 
in  the  order  ;  as  is  evident  to  all  who  have 
perufed  the  former  book  of  ordination.  In 
the  ordination  of  a  dJeacon,  the  office  was  ex- 
prefTed,  take  thou  authority  to  execute  the  office  of 
a  Deacon.  This  was  a  diitindt  office,  and  the 
perfon  was  ordained  to  a  diftindt  order  in  the 
church.  But  in  the  ordination  of  a  Bifhop,  or 
a  Prefbyter,  it  does  not  appear,  by  the  commif- 
fion  that  was  given  them,  that  they  were  efteem^ 
cd  diftinft  orders.  *  For  there  was  no  men- 

tioa 

*  It  appears,  on  the  contrary,  that  they  were  Cilserned 
one  and  the  fame  order-  '  It  may  to  this  purpofe  be 
worthy  of  fpecial  remark  here  :—In  the  old  ordi¬ 
nal,  previous  to  the  ordination  of  Priefts,  Jets 
XX.  from  the  19th  to  the  24th  verfe,  was  appointed 
to  be  read,  for  tiie  epiftle  ;  v/hich  mail:  be  elleemed 
highly  impertinent,  if  they  were  not,  as  efiscopoi, 
to  RULE  [poimanein]  as  well  as  feed  the  church 
of  GOD.  For  the  gofpel,  it  is  faid  ihali  be  read, 
JlDtt,  xxviii.  verfe  18,  19,  20  ;  or  elfe  John  xx* 
from  the  19th  to  24th  verfe,  both  which  paiTages  of 
fenpture  contain  the  higheil:  commiflioa  ofgofpel- 
ofEcers  ;  and  the  lail  of  them  that  power  of  binding; 
and  loofing,  which  none  may  prefume  to  exercife, 
who  are  not  intrufted  with  the  government  of  the 
church.  The  reviewers  of  the  old  ordinal  were 
clearly  and  faily  fatisned  of  this,  and  have  accordijtig- 

'  ■  '  '  ’V® 
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tion  made  in  the  words  of  ordaining  them,  that 
JC  was  lor  the  one,  or  the  other  office.  In 
both  It  was  faid,  ‘  receive  thou -the  HOLY 
GHOS  r  but  it  was  not  added  (as  it  is  in 
the  PRESENT  book  of  orders)  ‘for  the  office 
and  vvoi  k  of  a  Ptieft,  or  for  the  office  or  work 
of  a  Bifhop  So  that  it  is  plain,  there  was 
no  real  intrinfic  difference  granted  by  the  ordi¬ 
nation  comtniffion  to  thofe  of  the  firft  or  iecond 
order.  1  he  powers  granted  to  the  one,  for 
ought  appears,  were  granted  to  the  other  ;  for 
ss  the  commiflion  tney  received  niade  no  diffe- 
Tcnce  in  the  name  or  fun^lion,  fo  neither  did 
it  in  their  authority.  Whatever  ipirirual  pow¬ 
ers  the  cne  had  given  tnem,  co  the  other  were 
^  I  *  ^  ad  Bifhops  fhe  power  of  or¬ 

dination  committed  to  them,  fo  had  Prefbyters 
TOO,  wh..  received  the  iame  commiffion  by  the 
fame  folemniry,  in  words  of  the  fame  impor¬ 
tant  c,  and  therefore  muft.be  invefted  with  the 
fame  divine  powers/ 

And 


in  the  NEW  book  of  orders,  taken  away  thefe 
texts  fronn  the  or deiing  of  Priffs,  and  infe  ted  them 
as  the  cpifliles  and  and  g(  fpels  to  be  read  previous  to 
the  conlecration  of  Bifaops. 
f  In  the  OLD  crdinal,  when  the  Bifeops  and  the 
Priefts  prefent  lay  their  hands  on  the  perfon  t©  be  or¬ 
dained  a  Prieff,  th-  Bifhop  is  direcficd  to  iay.  ‘  Re¬ 
ceive  the  HOLY  GHOST:  whbfe  fins,’  See — fn 
the  NEW,  the  woids  he  muft  ufe  are  theft,  ‘  Re¬ 
ceive  the  HOL\  GHOS  F  /}r  the  o^ce  and  tverk  of 
c  Prtefl  in  the  church  of  GOD  now  commitigd  to  ihee 
by  the  imp^fuica  of  cur  hands,  Whofe  fins,’  Scc.— 
So  alfo  in  orderiiTg  a  Biiliop,  there  the  like  alte¬ 
ration.  fn  the  OLD  book,  the  Arch  Bifhop  and  Ri- 
fhops  pfcfent  fh ill  lay  their  hands  on  thecledb’d  Bi- 
ffliop,  the  Arch-Bilhop  fayiniTj  ^  Take  the  HOFY 

^  GHOSr, 


'  A  P  PE  A  L  D  E  F  E  N  D  E  D.’  89 

And  that  the  church'  of  Fnf>!and  conti- 
niifs  in  the  fame  mind  to  this  day,  I  doubt  not 
to  make  appear  from  the  frejent  book  of  or¬ 
ders  ;  ^  to  which  every  Clergyman  is  obliged 
to  give  his  ‘  unfeigned  aflent  and  confeni;/ 
I'his  therefore  cannot  be  pretended  to  be  only 

the 

GHOST,  and  remember  that  thou  ftir  up  the 
^cc. — In  the  new,  the  words  are,  *  Receive 
the  HOLY  GHOS  f  for  the  work  and  office  of  a 
Bifmp  in  the  church  of  GOD  mxv  committed  unto  thee  bv 
the  impoftion  of  our  hands ^  In  the  name  of  the  FA^ 
THER^  and  of  the  SO  If  and  of  the  HOLT  GHOST. 
Amen.  And  remember,  5rc. 

J  This,  it  is  true,  has  been  greatly  altered  by  the  ap¬ 
pointed  reviewers,  in  the  reign  of  Charles  the 
fecond  ;  and,  no  doubt,  with  a  diredl  view  to  exalt 
Bifnops,  and  depr^fs  dreXbytcrs,  Some  of  thcTe  al- 
^  tcrations  have  been  already  pointed  out.  There 
are  yet  many  more,  it  may  not  be  improper  to  no¬ 
tice  them  here.  In  the  old  book,  Pricfls  were 
cilled,  in  the  exhortation,  ‘  Mefiengers,  Watch¬ 
men,  Stewards,  and  Pastors  of  the  Lord  p  but  in 
the  NFw,^the  word  Pastors  is  dcfigncdly  left  out, 
taking  from  Pfiefts  the  pa/i oral  power j  making 

them  little  or  nothing  more  than  Bifhop's  Curates.™ 

In  the  OLD  the  Bifhop  afked  the  Prieft,  whether  he 
did  think  in  his  heart,  that  he  was  truly  called,  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  will  of  GOD,  and  the  order  of  the 
church  of  England,  to  the  minljhy  of  Priefthood  : 
in  the  new,  it  is  to  the  order,  as  well  as  miniftry  ^ 
making  prieflhood  an  order  of  itfclf  from 

deaconlhlp  and  Epifcopacy. — In  the  old,  the  two  ^ 
Bifhops  who  prelent  the  ele61:ed  BiOiop  to  the  Arch- 
bilhop,  fay,  ‘  Moll:  reverend  father  in  GOD,  we 
prefent  unto  you  this  godly  and  well  learned  man  to 
be  confccrated  a  Bifhop  In  the  nev/  it  is,  to  be 
'  ORDAINED  as  wcll  as  confecrated  ;  intimating  here¬ 
by,  that  he  was  to  be  commiiHoned  to  a  new,  dif- 
tind,  and  higher  office  in  the  church.  In  the  old, 

that 
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the  particular  opinion  of  Ibme  prjvate  perlbns, 
but  muft  be  owned  to  be  the  'eftabliflied  doc¬ 
trine  of  the  church,  to  which  all  her  fons  are  by 
a  moft  facred  vow  bound  to  conform. 

The  Rubruk,  immediately  after  the  ordina¬ 
tion-prayer  fays,  ‘  the  Bifliop  with  the  PRIISTS 
prelent  Ihall  lay  their  hands  fevcrally  upon  the 
head  of  every  one  that  receiveth  the  order  of 

priefthood.* 

that  part  of  the  litany  was  read,  which  fays,  ‘  that 
it  may  pleafe  thee  to  illuminate  all  Bifhops,  'Pas¬ 
tors,  and  Minifters  of  the  fchurch  with  true  know¬ 
ledge*— In  the  NEW,  the  words' are,  ^  Give  grace, 
we  befeech  thee  to  all  Bifhops,  the  Pastors  of 
THY  CHURCH  as  though  none  were  Pastors 
feut  Bifhops.  And  whereas,  in  the  old  book,  the 
prayer  for  the  Bifhop  was,  ‘  that  it  may  pleafe  thee 
to  blefs  this  our  brother,  and  lend  thy  grace  upon 
him,  that  he  may  duly  execute  the  office  whereunto 
he  is  called  to  the  edifying  thy  church  ; — In  the 
NEW  It  is,  •  that  he  may  faithfully  ferve  thee  in  this 
office  to  the  edifying,  and  well  governing,  of 
thy  church.’ — ^  ^ 

It  is  glaringly  evident,  from  thefe  alterations,  that 
the  reviewers  of  the  old  ordinal  were  much  higher 
in  their  notions  of  Epifcopacy  than  the  firfi:  reform¬ 
ers,  in  whofe  days  it  was  compiled  and  effablifhed. 
And  it  is  plain  likewife,  that  they  were  in  Loud's 
fentiments  concerning  Epifcopacy,  and  intended  to 
make  thefe  the  do£i:rine  of  the  church  of  England. 
But  they  happily  failed  herein.  Whether  this  was 
©wing  to  inattention,  or  to  a  non-acceptance  of  the 
other  alterations,  they  might  have  made;  either  by 
the  King,  or  Parliament,  1  cannot  fay.  Certain  it 
is,  notwithftanding  all  the  alterations  that  now  ap¬ 
pear,  and  have  been  eftablifhed,  that  the  power  of 
ORDAINING,  which  is  pretended  to  be  the  mefi  es¬ 
sential  one  belonging  to  Bifhops,  is  ftili  left  un¬ 
touched,  or  rather  ftands  confirmed  in  the  present 
ordinal  ;  as  may  be  fecn  abundantly  preved  in  -  the 
above  extraft  from  Mr.  Shaw, 
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prlefthood.*  As  priefts  arc  not  to  ordain  with¬ 
out  the  Bilhop,  fo  neither  is  the  Blfhop  to  or¬ 
dain  without  Priefts.  If  the  former  would  be 
efteemed  invalid,  fo,  for  ought  I  can  fee,  muft 
the  latter  too  :  1  am  fare,  it  would  be  exprefsiy 
contrarv  to  the  rules  of  the  church,  by  Which 
fomc  Priefts  are  required  to  be  always  prefenc 
with,  and  aftifting  of  the  Bilhop  in  ali  ordina¬ 
tions  ;  as  appears  by  the  Rubrick  abovemention- 
ed,  compared  with  other  parts  of  the  office,  and 
Can.  31,  34. 

■  It  cannor,  with  any  colourable  pretence,  be 
faid,  that  the  joining  of  Prefbyters  with  the  Bi- 
fhop  in  this  folemn  aft  does  only  fignify 
their  vvirneffing  to,  or  approbating,  the  thing 
done.  If  this  w^ere  all,  it  might  as  well  be  done 
by  the  laity  who  were  prefent,  or  the  Deacons 
and  yet,  it  is  certain,  they  are  not  permitted  to 
lay  on  hands  in  ordination  (as  the  Priefts  are)  j 
thoifgh  they  are  permitted  to  be  fpeftators,  wdt- 
nefTes,  or  approvers,  as  well  as  they.  Befides, 
it  is  evident  from  the  ordination-commiflion,  that 
the  office  of  Prieft  is  conveyed  by  the  Blfliop 
and  Prefbyters  jointly,  ‘  Receive  the  HO- ' 
LY  GHOS  r  for  the  office  and  work  of  a  Prieft 
in  the  church  of  GOD,  now  committed  unto 
thee  by  the  impofition  of  our  hands.*  From 
whence  it  is  as  plain  as  words  can  make  it,  that 
prieftly  orders  in  the  church  of  Pingland  are  to 
this  very  day  conferred  by  the  Bishop  and  his 
Presbyters  together;  that  the  office  is  re¬ 
ceived  from  their  JOINT  AUTHORITY  ;  that 
the  Bifhop  ought  not  to  ordain  without  his  Pref¬ 
byters,  any  more  than  without  prayer,  or  impo¬ 
fition  of  hands,  which  are  all  made  eftentially 
neceflary  ;  yea,  that  he  cannot  do  it  without  a' 
very  material,  but  abfoluiely  unwarrantable, 

alteration 
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alteration  of  the  words  in  the  commiffion,  and 
pervening  the  defign  of  it,  chang  ng  ihc  word 
OUR  into  MV,  and  Lying,  ‘  by  the  iriipofition  of 
MY  hand:,  infttad  of  our  hands  ;  by  which 
variation,  how  fmall  loever  zt  may  feem,  the  Bi- 
Ihop  would  lodge  the  Lie  pewt-r  of  ordainin.w 
ID  nimicir,  coiiirary  to  the  letter  and  inicniioa 
of  the  offiie,  which  necefiarily  juppofes,  chat 
Preibvters  have  clfc  laniie  intnniic  pov/er  with 
cnc.  Ouhop  :  other  wife  ic  would  be  no  other  than 
a  folcrnn  piece  of  mockery  to  deliver  the  comrnif- 
bon  in  the  name  of  theFrefoyters  equally  vvicli 
UiC  Biiliop.  For  how’  could  they  convey  pow¬ 
er  to  others  w^h  ch  they  had  not  an  themfelve,  ? 
None  certainiy  ihould  lay  on  hands  at  all  in  giv- 
rniniPienal  authority,  buc  fuch  to  vvhofe  of- 
t  belongs  to  commit  the  lame  dodrlne  to 
ethers,  which  themfelves  have  received  a  com- 
nfiiTion  to  be  teachers  of,  r.o  mere  than  any 


t  ry 


ihould  CO  nice  rate  tiie  ciem 

j 


nis  in  tne  eu 


charilr, 
icniniiter  the 


WHO  were  never  impowcrci 
facrarnent. 

There  is  not  the  Icafc  appearance  of  any  dif- 
tinflion  by  the  w^ords  in  the  office,  that  the 
errant  I  no;  the  commiffion  is  only  from  theBiilioo, 
and' that  what  ihc  Freibyters  Join  conjundlioa 


with  him  is  only  conlenting  to  what  lie  does. 


he  church,  in  the  preface  to  the  book  of  or- 
(iersj.  fuppofes  impofnion  of  hands  necciTary  to 
the  conveying  the  office  of  the  priefthood.  She 
therein  requires  pr  iests,  by  the  Rubrick^  to  lay 
on  hands  together  with  the  Biftiop  :  and,  upon 
the  perffirrrfiag  of  that  adion,  the  Biffiop  de¬ 
clares  in  exprefs  words, ^  that  the  office  and  work 
of  a  Prieit  is  committed  unto  thee  by  the  impo- 
ficion  of  OUR  hands  •,  which  can  never  be  meant, 
any  proper  way  of  fpeakiogj  of  the  Biibops 

Uac 


I 
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hands  alone,  but  include  his  Prefbyters,  who 
were  partners  in  laying  hands  with  him,  as  hav¬ 
ing  a  (hare  alfo  in  conveying  the  power  which 
was  by  granted  by  that  action,  by  a  righr  inhe¬ 
rent  in  their  office  ;  though,  by  the  ecclefiaftical 
conilitucion  of  the  country,  they  are  reftrained 
from  exercifing  it  x4lone,  as  the  Bishop  him¬ 
self  ALSO  IS.  He  may  indeed  ordain  a  Dea¬ 
con  without  the  concurrence  of  his  PrefbycerSa 
and  in  this  cafe  the  impofinon  otffiis  own  hands 
alone  is  required  :  whence  it  is  plain,  that  the 
church  makes  a  manifeft  diftindlion  betwixt  whaC 
the  Bilhop  can  do  alone,  and  what  he  cannot 
do  WITHOUT  his  PrefDyters.  She  allows  hitii 
to  ordainDeacons  by  his  sole  power,  and  there¬ 
in  the  office  is  conferred  only  by  the  impofiti^ 
on  of  his  own  hands  :  but  when  he  h  to  or~ 
dain  Prielfs,  he  muft  then  have  the  concurrence 
of  his  Prefbyters  with  him,  and  the  office  is  faid 


10  be  conferred  by  the  impoficion  of  oun  handsj, 

that  IS,  of  Biffiop  and  Prefbyters  CON  TUNeTLv, 

Thatisdoneby  both  TOGETiiERjW'hichthechurch 
allows  not  to  be  done  by  either  separately<. 
This  may  be  illuftrated  from  the  office  of 
‘  confecrating  Bifhops/  which  is  made  exadly 
to  correfpond  with  that  of  ‘  ordering  Priefts  * 
and  therefore  muft  be  allowed  to  be  a  parallel 
cafe.  In  this  office,  conformable  to  the  other 
(mutatis  mutandis)  the  ‘  Rubrick’,  luft  after  the 
ordination-prayer,  requires  the  Amh-Biffiop  and 
Bifhops  prefent  (of  whom  there  muft  be  two  at 
^alt;  to  lay  their  hands  upon  the  elefted  Bi- 
.hop,  upon  which  aftion  the  Arch-Bifficn  im- 
m^iatcly  pronounces  the  commifflon,  (as  the 

^  ordination  of  Priefts)  but 

•f.Sn  J  committed  by  the  impo^ 

fmon  of  ctTR  hands  •,*  that  is,  the  epifcopal  func« 

~  Ciofl 
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tion  is  conveyed  by  the  impofition  of  the  hands 
ofthc  Arch-Bilhop  and  Bilhops  together,  with- 
ODC  whom  he  ought  not  to  conlecrate  a  Bi- 
fhop.  Now,  if  a  Bifhop  can  no  more  ordain  a 
Prieft  without  the  concurrence  of  his  Prefbyters, 
than  an  Arch- Bifhop  can  confecrate  a  Bifliop 
without  the  concurrence  of  his  Bifhops ;  if  Fref- 
byters  are  required  to  ufe  the  ‘  fame  action’  to¬ 
gether  with ‘the  Biihop  in  the  ordination  of 

*  Priefts,’  as  Bifliops  are  with  the  Arch-Bifiiop 
in  the  confecration  of  a  ^  Bifliop/  viz,  impofi¬ 
tion  of  hands  *,  and  if  the  commiflion  granted  to 

Priefts’  by  the  Bifliop  and  his  Frefbyters  be  in 
the  ^  fame  words’  with  the  commiftion  granted 
to  Bifhops  by  the  Arch-Bifhop  and  his  Bifhops, 
viz,  ^  committed  unto  thee  by  the  impofition 
of  OUR  hands  it  muft  undeniably  follow,  that 
Frefbyters  have  as  much  an  inherent  right  in 
their  office  (in  the  opinion  of  the  church  of 
England)  for  ordaining  Friefts,  as  Bifhops  have 
in  cheir’s  for  confeciating  Biftiops.’ 

It  cannot  be  pretended,  that  the  Arch-Bifhop 
ALONE  conveys  the  power,  and  that  the  Bifhops 
who  join  with  him  in  laying  on  of  hands  do  it 
meerly  as  wiinefTcs  to,  or  approvers  of,  his  aft  ; 
becaufe  the  Arch-Biftiop’s  power  over  Bifhops  is 
granted  to  be  meerly  ecclcfiaftical,  I  mean  owing 
to  human  inftitution,'  and  not  to  a  divine  right. 

Let  men  make  what  pretenfions  and 
evafions  they  will,  it  is  certain,  from  the 

*  book  of  orders,’  and  the  praftice  of  the  church 
of  England,  that  Ihc  allows  Frefbyters  to  ordain 
in  conjunftion  with  their  Bifhop,  which  mufl 
be  underftood,  if  words  and  actions  have  any 
determined  lenfe,  by  virtue  of  a  divine  right 

inherent  in  their  office.  . 

If  this  be  not  her  fcnfci  what  an  abfurdity 

^  muft 

•  ^ 
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muft  (he  be  guilty  of  in  ordering  theirconcurrcnce 
in  the  fign,  who  have  no  manner  of  intereft  or 
right  in  the  minifterial  conveyance  of  the  thing 
fignified  by  it  ?  Juft  as  if  it  fliould  be  faid,  a 
Deacon  hath  power  to  ufe  the  words  of  inftitu- 
tion  in  Baptifm,  and  to  apply  the  proper  ele¬ 
ment,  but  yet  hath  not  power  to  baptife  ;  or 
that  a  Prefbyter  may  confecrate  the  euchariftical 
elements,  according  to  CHRIST’S  inftitution, 
and  diftrlbute  them  to  the  People,  and  yet  not 
have  power  to  adminiftef  the  LORD’S  fupper. 

If  impofuion  of  hands  in  ordination  be  a 
meer  cypher,  and  empty  formality,  in  Prefby- 
ters,  will  it  not  be  concluded,  that  fo  it  is  ia 
Bifliops  too,  and  that  the  laying  on  of  the  hands 
of  the  one  and  the  other  is  but  a  needlefs  ce¬ 
remony,  and  fignifies  no  more  to  the  convey¬ 
ance  of  minifterial  authority,  than  if  the  hands 
of  meer  laymen  wereimpofed  ?  But,  if  this  ex¬ 
ternal  rite  be  fuppofed  to  convey  the  minifterial 
commiffion  from  the  Bifhop,  why  does  it  not 
import  the  fame  thing  from  Prefbyters,  who  are 
enjoined  it  by  the  fame  authority  as  the  Biftiop, 
and  in  conjundiion  with  him  ?  Will  not  every' 
one  naturally  conclude,  that  fince  the  a^ion  is  the 
jnme^  finccit  is  done  zxthe  fame  time^  in  the  fame 
manner^  ^with  the  fame  words^  and  declared  by 
the  Biftiop  himfclf  to  be  for  the  fame  end^  that 
it  conveys  the  fame  powers  Thus  Mr.  SbaWo 

Upon ’the  whole,  if  there  is  no  inconfiftency 
between  the  cftablifiied,  ^nd  the  pref ace 

to  it,  the  Biftiops  fpoken  of,  in  the  latter  are  not 
Bifhops  in  the  Dotftor’s  fenfe,  that  is,  Bi- 
fhops  who  are  divinely  vefted  with  the  exclujive 
right  to  convey  holy  orders.  For,  according  to 
the  appointed  rule,  no  man  can  be  ordained  a 
Prieft  without  the  laying  oa  of  the  hands  of 

Pfcibyte^ 
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Pfefbyters  as  well  as  of  the  Bifliop.  The  or¬ 
daining  power  is  lodged,  not  in  the  Bifhop 
ONLY,  or  EKCLrsivELY,  but  in  the  Bi/jop,  and- 
Freib.yters  conjunctlv.  If  Frefbyters  cannot 
ordam  by  themielves  alone,  neither  can  the 
Bifhop.  There  mult  be,  according  to  the  book^ 
tne  concurrence  of  both.  It  is  from  hence  evi¬ 
dent,  that  the  reflraint  laid  both  upon  Bifhops 
and  Preft)yters,as  to  the  exercife  of  their  ordain- 
Jngjower,  is  mcerly  ecclefiafticah  The  church 
of  England  certainly  allows  an  inhertni  right  in 
^OTH  to  ordain,  though  fhe  allows  neither  to 
exercife  this  right  but  within  certain  limitations^ 
And  though  fljc  accounts  none  lawful  Bi¬ 
fhops  or  Prefbyters  but  fuch  as  have  been  law¬ 
fully  admitted  to  office,  ffic  is  far  from  nul- 
iiFYiNG  the  orders  given  by  either.  She  no* 
where  declares  ordination  by  Prefbyters  to  be 
invalid,  though  ffie  efteems  it  not  lawful.  And 
herein  ffic  differs  from  thofe  few  of  her  highflying 
fbns,  who  would  make  their  own  uncharitable 
notions  her  avowed  dodrine. 

has  been  above  offered  in  proof,  that 
the  jus  aivinum  •  of  Epifcopacy,  according  to  the 
Dodor’s  fenfe  of  it,  is  not  contained  in  the  "  pre¬ 
face  to  the  book  of  ordination,’  will  receive  fur¬ 
ther  illuftration,  if  w,e  confider  what  were  the 
fentiments  of  the  firll  reformers,  thofe  of  them 
in  fpeciai  who  had  a  hand  in  compiling  the  ordinal, 
I  HAD.  faid,  from  Dr.  Ca^amy^  (anfw.  to  the 
appeal,  p.  ‘  that  in  the  year  1537,  the  Arch- 
Bifliops,  Bifliops,  Arch-DeaconSj  and  Clergy  of 
England,  in  their  book  intitled,  ‘  the  inftruc- 
tion  of  a  chriltian  rnan/  fubicribed  with  all  their 
hands,  and  dedicated  to  the  King,  exprefsly  rc- 
foive,  tlvai:  Frlcfts  and,B!(bops,  by  GOD’s  law, 
r%rc  ONE  and  the  sameJ  To  this  the  Dodor  re- 
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plies  (  def.  p.'  22)  ‘  Collitr  has  given  an  ab-’ 
ftraft  of  the  moft  eflential  parts  of  this  book.’ 
In  this  abftradl  there  is  nothing  like  what  the 
Dodtor  would  prove  from  it,  but  fomething 
extremely  unlike  it.’  Collier’s  filence  is  to  lit¬ 
tle  purpofe.  Mcefly  an  omifilon  of  his,  which’ 
might  have  been  defigned  to  ferve  his  own  ends, 
ought  to  be  efteemed  as  nothing,  when  oppofed 
to  direft  pofitive  evidence  given  in  the  caie  by 
one  of  an  eftablifhed  reputation  for  veracity,' 
clpecially  as  he  has  quoted  the  very  words  of 
the  book  itfelf.  And  as  to  the  paflage  in  this 
abftraft,  which  is  ‘  fo  extremely  unlike’  to  what 
I  had  brought  to  view,  it  can  have  this  appear¬ 
ance  to  thofe  only  who  are  difordered  in  their 
fight.  It  there  is  any  ‘  unlikenefs,’  it  mull  be 
in  the  following  words,  which  the  Dodlor  has 
diftinguilhed  by  the  manner  of  printing,  ‘  Bi¬ 
shops  ^r€  duthorifed  hy  our  Suvtour  to  continue 
■  THE  SUCCESSION,'  and  PERPETUATE  THE  HI¬ 
ERARCHY.’  But  it  ought’ to  be  fcmembeted, 
it  had  been  fald  before,  ‘  Bilbops  and  Pricfts  arc 
one  and  the  fame  thing’ ;  and,  if  fo,  its  being 
faid  afterwards,  ‘  that  Bifhops^  are  authorifed  to 
continue  the  fuccellion,’  conveys  ■  precifely  the 
fame  idea  as  if  it  had  been  faid,  ‘  Priefts  are 
authorifed’  to  do  this.  This  paffage  cannot  be 
made  at  all  ‘  unlike’  to  the  other,  unlefs  the 
whole  Clergy  of  the  church  of  England  in  that 
day  are  made  to  contradid  themfelvcs;  for  which 

no  reafon  can  be  affigned  but  that  of  ferving  a 
prefent  turn. 

The  Dodtor  allows,  that  the  book  intitlcd, 
*  a^  neceflary  erudition  for  any  chriftian  man,’* 
which  though  ‘  drawn  up  by  only  a  committee 
of  the  King  s  nomination,’  was  yet  authorifed  by 
both  houfes  of  Parliament,  prefaced  by  the  King 

himfeif. 
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hitnfelf,  and  publiflied  in  1543  by  his  com¬ 
mand;  I-fay,  the  Do(5l:or  allows  (p.  23)  that, 
in  this  book,  it  is  declared,  ‘  that  the  fcripture 
fpeaks  cxprefsly  of  no  more  than  the  two  orders 
of  Friefts  and  Deacons  confequently,  Bifhops 
iBuft  be,  in  the  apprchenfion  of  thelc  reform¬ 
ers,  of  the  fame  rank  and  order  with  Priefts, 
theirofficethe  fame,and  the  fuperiority  of  the  one 
above  the  other  by  the  ordinance  of  man,  and 
not  of  GOD.  But,  fays  the  Doftor,  from  Col- 
Uer  ‘  the  erudition  makes  orders  one  of  the 
lieven  facraments,  and  defines  it  a  gift  of  grace 
for  adminiftration  in  the  church  ;  that  it  is  con¬ 
veyed  by  confecration  and  impofition  of  the  Bi- 
fhop’s  hands  ;  that  in  the  beginning  of  chrifti- 
anity,  this  charader  was  given  by  the  Apoftles.’ 
He  then  adds,  ‘  how  to  reconcile  thefe  paffages 
may  be  difficult  and  until  this  be  done,  they 
can  prove  but  little  on  cither  fide.’  There  is 
nothing  to  reconcile  in  thefe  paffages.  If,  as 
thefe  reformers  fay,  ‘  the  fcripture  makes  men¬ 
tion  of  only  the  two  orders  of  Prieffs  and  Dea¬ 
cons,’  Bifhops  cannot,  in  their  opinion,  be  a 
diftind  order  from  Priefts ;  confequently,  when 
they  further  fay,  ‘  the  gift  for  adminiftration  in 
the  church  is  conveyed  by  confecration  and  im- 
pofition  of  the  Bilhop’s  hand,’  by  Bifhop  they 
mull  mean  an  officer  of  the  fame  rank  or  order 
with  Priefts,  unlefs  they  are  made  foolifhly,  as 
well  as  necdlcfsly,  to  contradid  themfelves,when 
their  words  are  as  capable  _^of  a  confiftent  con- 
ftrudion. 

It  is  evident  then,  beyond  all  reafonable  dif- 
pute,  from  the  ‘  inftitufion*  and  ‘  erudition, ’ 
that, in  the  reign  oi  Henry  the  Eighth,  ‘  Bifhops 
and  Priefts  were  one  and  the  fame  order’  in  the 
opinion  of  the  church  of  England.  But,  faj^s 
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the  Doftor,  (p.  25)  ‘  atthis  ftage  of  the  reforma¬ 
tion,  it  is  no  wonder  that  we  meet  withfome  crude 
expreffions  relating  to  Epifcopacy.’  And  again, 
(p.  14^  ‘  among  the  doftrines  that  had  not  been 
fully  canvafled,  hyCranmer  and  his  friends,  muft 
be  reckoned  that  of  ecclefiaftical  government.’ 
But  the  plain  truth  is,  the  fentiments  of  the 
church  of  England, relative  toBifliops  andPriefts, 
were  much  the  fame  in  the  reign  of  Edward  the 
Sixth,  as  they  were  in  the  days  of  Henry  the 
Eighth,  in  order  to  evince  which  I  had  re- 
courfe  (anf.  to^pp.  p.  9)  to  the  ‘  feleft  alTem- 
bly  called  by  King  Edward  for  the  refolution  of 
fevcral  queftions  relative  to  the  fcttlement  of 
religion.’  To  which  the  Dodlor  replies,*  It  was 
at  this  time  [in  the  reign  of  Henry  the  Eighth] 
and  not  ten  years  afterwards,  in  the  reign  of  Ed¬ 
ward  the  Sixth,  as  Dr.  Chauncy,  following  his 
blind  guide,  *  the  Irenicmiy  alTerts,  that  thefc 

queftions 

*  TheDr.  would  not  have  dilcovered  too  much  reverence 
for  a  celebrated  Bifhop  of  the  church  of  England, 
if  he  had  here  ufed  a  fofter  epithet.  This  is  not  the 
firft  time  he  has  difhonored  himfelf  by  fpeaking  too 
flightily  of  one,  who  was  every  way  his  fuperior.  In 
a  marginal  note,  (p.  17)  he  adopts  the  fentiments 
of  a  puny  writer,  in  one  of  the  New-York  peri¬ 
odical  papers,  concerning  this  truly  great  man,  by 
calling  the  account  he  gives  of  bis  Irenkum  *  a  juft 
one.’  Says  he,  ‘  I  do  not  fcruple  to  declare,  that  I 
look  upon  the  Irenicum  to  have  been  a  hafty,  indi- 
gefted,  partial  account  of  principles  and  fadls.’  If  he 
had  poffefled  a  tolerable  fhare  of  modefty,  he  would 
not  have  declared  his  opinion  in  fo  harfh  and  crude  a 
manner  concerning  a  work,  which  has  been  read, 
applauded,  and  fo  often  recurred  to,  by  many  of  the 
moft  learned  men  in  Europe.  It  is  to  little  purpofe 
t9  fay>  ‘  he  wrote  it  at  the  age  of  24  «r  to  bring 

him 
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queftions  were  given  out  for  difcu.Tion  •  as  is 
gain  from  Biflvop  If  this  is  plain  from 

i3iihop  Burnet^  he  is  the  ^  blind  guide’  to  the 
Doftor,  and  not  the  Irenkum  to  me.  For,  it  is 
obfervable,  thefc  queftbns  with  the  refo!ution$ 
^  them, '  are  publifiicd  by.  Bi&iop  Burnet  ‘  cx 
M.  S.  S.  D.  Stilhiigfieetj^  as  his  own  words  are.F 
And  It  IS  undeniably  evident,  from  what  is  faid 
Oi  thefc  manufcripts,  afid  quoted  out  of  them,  by 
Dr.  Stillin^cel,  that  this  ‘  feleft  affembly’  was 
called  by  King  E'dward  the  Sixth,  and  not  by 
Henry  the  Eighth.  :t;  Nay,  Bifnop  Burnet  him-' 
lelf  was  of  the  lame  mind.  Eor,  lays  He,  ^  ‘  I 
find  another  inftance  like  this,  in  the  reform  i- 
tion  that  was  further  carried  on  in  the  suc¬ 
ceeding  REIGN  of  Edward  the  sixth,  of 
iftany  Biiliops  and  Divines  giving  in  their  opi¬ 
nions  under  their  hands, upon  fome  heads  thenex- 
aminedanci  changcdi  IoCranmer’s  papers  fame 
fmgular  opinions  of  his  about  the  nature  of  ec- 
clcliaiiical  offices  will  be  found’.—  Dr.  Chandler 
has  inferred  (in  p.^27)  from  Biffiop  Burnet,  the 
other  words  in  the  above  paffage  I  have,  for’  this 

reafon, 

him  in  faying, « there  were  many  things  in  it,  which 
if  he  was  to  write  again,  he  would  not  fay.’  Ifjs 
upon  the  known  truth  of  the  fa£is  he  has  related  and 
the  folid  reafon  that  fupports  t'ae  •principles  he  maih- 
tains,  that  we  depend  ;  and  not  upon  the  name  or 

authority  of  the  man.  Until  the  book  is  anfwered 
which  has  never  yet  been  done,  and  1  will  venture  to 
fay  never  will,  it  will  remain'  with  us  in  full  force. 
Yot  falls  are  ftubborn,  and  reafon  is  the  fame,  whe¬ 
ther  men  are  old  or  young,  or  however  their  judg- 
'  ihents  with  their  intereft  may  alter.  ^  “ 

.  ift  p.  20i.ColIea.  of  records,’ 

I  y  P*  3S6and  onwards* 

§  HAit.  reformation,  p.  289* 
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reafon,  omitted  quoting,  in  order  to  weaken  the 
evidence  of  Cranmtr  :  and  yet  taking  no  notice 
of  the  former  part,  he  places  thefe  queftions  gi¬ 
ven  out  to  be  dilcuffed  about  tm  years  back¬ 
ward  from  their  true  date,  and  in  direct  contra¬ 
diction  to  Bilhop  Burnet  affirming,  at  the 
fame  time,  that  it  was  ‘  plain  from  him,’  that  he 
had  fixed  the  time  right.  He  is  able  to  fay, 
whether  this  was  done  wkh  defign,  or  through 
inattention.  1  would  candidly  attribute  it  to' the 
latter,  however  ftrange  u  may  appear,  that  he 
fiiould  quote  one  part  of  a  paffage,  and  fuffer 
another,  he  lays  fo  great  ttrefs  upon,  to  efcape 
his  oblervation. 

He  acknowledges  (p.  26)  that  Cranmer\  an- 
fwer  to  the  tenth  queftion  in  thefe  words,  ‘  Bi- 
ffiops  and  Friefts  were  at  one  time,  and  were 
not  two  things,  but  one  office  in  the  beginning 
of  CHRIST’S  rclig'on,’  arc  to  be  found,  as  I 
had  quoted  them,  in  the  manufeript  publiffied 
by  Burnet  5  but  then  adds,  ‘  the  reader  will  not 
forget  the  time  of  his  giving  this  anfwer,  which 
was  about  tenyears  before  our  prelent  offices  for 
ordination  were  compofed.’  To  which  I  would 
only  fay,  this  memento  to  the  reader  is  the  effea 
of  his  ‘  blindly’  following  a  true  guide.  For 
it  appears  from  what  has  been  laid  above,  that 
the  very  author  whole  authority  he  relics  on 
fpeaics  of  this  anfwer  of  Cranmsr’s  as  given,  not 
‘  about  ten  years  bsfore  the  ordinal  was  cornpil-  ' 
cd,’  but  in  the  reign  of  Edward  the  Sixth  and 
as  this  book  of  ordination  was  publiffied  in  the 
third  year  of  this  King’s  reign,  it  could  be  but 
a  very  little  time  before  its  compofitioa  ;  which 
is  t.hc  more  wortny  of  Ipecial  notice,  becaufe,  as 
the  DoClor  himfelf  oblerves  ‘  Craniner  was  the 
principal  perfon  concerned  in  that  work.’ 

F  ■  He 
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He  goes  on  (p.  ibid)  ^  However  ftrange 
i^ranmer*%  opinion  may  appear  to  have  been, there 
is  ftrong  proof  that  he  .altered  it  immediately.* 
This  ‘  ftrong  proof’  follows  in  thefc  words,  ‘  For 
in  the  fame  copy  of  queftions  and  refolutions. 
Dr*  Leightsfi^s,  anfwer  to  the  eleventh  queftion 
is  ;  'I  fuppofe  that  a  Biftiop  hath  authority  of 
GOD,  as  his  minifter,  by  feripture  to  make  a 
Prieft  ;  but  he  ought  not  to  admit  any  man 
to  be  a  Prieft,  and  confecrate  him,  or  to  appoint 
him  to  any  miniftry  in  the  church  without  the 
Prince’s  licence  and  confent.  And  that  any 
other  man  hath  authority  to  make  a  Prieft  by 
feripture,  I  have  not  read,  nor  any  example  there¬ 
of.’  To  the  twelfth  queftion  Leighton  anfwers, 

‘  I  fuppofe  that  there  is  a  confccration  required, as 
by  impofition  of  hands  *,  for  fo  we  be  taught  in 
the  enfamplcs  of  the  Apoftles.’  Now  Durell^ 
in  his  Vindicise,  fays,  ‘  That,  having  had  an  op¬ 
portunity  of  examining  the  original  manufcripl, 
he  found  that  Cranmer  gave  his  confent  to  thtje 
two  opinions  of  Leighton,  fubferibing  to  each 
:  Cantuarknfisf  It  is  obfcrvable,  the  '  ftrong 
proof’  that  Crunmer  changed  his  opinion  is  refted 
upon  the  evidence  of  Durell^  which  is  really  no 
evidence  at  all,  if  Mr.  Boyfe  may  be  believed,  . 
who  fpeaks  of  him  ^as  ‘an  author  too  notorious 
for  his  many  falftioods  and  miftakes  in  this 
hind  to  be  depended  on.’  And  the  Doftor  him- 
fclf  has  unwarily  given  us  ftrong  reafon  to  pre- 
fume,  that  Boyfe^s  account  of  Durell  is  a  juft  one. 
For,  favs  he  (p.  27)  ‘  Whj'^Stiliingfleet  left  out 
this  paflage  is  plain  ;  it  interfered  with  the  de- 
rign  of  his  Irenicum  :  but  why  Burnet  omitted  it 
is  doubtful.*  There  .can  be  no  doubt  in  the 

cafe. 

*  Account  of  the  ancient  Epifcopacy,  p.  iij 
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cafe.  If  this  paflage  was  not  in  the  original 
manufcript  the  reafon  of  his  not  inferting  it  is 
at  once  evident.  If  it  was  there,  he  muft,  with¬ 
out  all  controverfy  be  eftcemed  a  difhoneft  pub- 
lifher  of  original  manuferipts  ;  .which  would,  ia 
this  cafe,  be.  very  extraordinary,  as  it  would  have 
been  to  his  purpofe  to  have  given  us  thefe 
words,  and  he  could  have  no  imagihablc  tempta¬ 
tion  thu5  unfairly  to  fupprefs  them.  But  fhould 
it  be  fuppofed  true,  that  Granmer  fubferibed  his 
confent  CO  the  opinion  of  Leighton^  as  fignified 
in  the  above  quoted  anfwers  to  the  tenth  and 
twelfth  queftions^  it  would  not  argue  that  he 
had  changed  his  fentiments  as  to  this,  that  ‘  Bi- 
fliops  and  Priefts  were  not  two  things,  but  one 
office  in  the  beginning  of  CHRIST’S  religion/ 
The  only  words  upon  which  fuch  a  change  of 
opinion  can  be  grounded  are  thefe,  ‘  I  fnppofe 
that  a  Bifhop  hath  authority  of  GOD,  as  his 
minifter,  by  feripture  to  make  a  Prieft— and  that 
any  other  man  hath  authority  to  make  a  Prieft 
by  feripture  I  have  not  read. — But  for  aught 
any  thing  that  is  here  faid,  Bifhops  and  Priefts 
might,  in  Leighton’'^  opinion,  be  one  and  the 
fame  order  of  officers  in  the  church  of  CHRIST  ; 
and  nothing  appears  in  any  of  his  other  anfwers 
in  contradiction  hereto.  And  as  to  the  words, 

‘  That  any  other  man  hath  authority  to  make  a 
Prieft  I  have  nc)t  read,’  it  is  evident  that  *  by 
any  other  man  is  meant,  any  other  man  not  veil¬ 
ed  with  clerical  authority.  The  general  ftraia 
of  all  the  anfwers  to  this  eleventh  queftipn  plain¬ 
ly  leads  to  the  thought,  that  it  was  intended  for 
the  fettlement  of  this  point,  whether  the  power 
of  making  Priefts  was  appropriated  to  .the 
Clergy,  fo  as  that  it  might  not  be  exercifed 
by  racer  laymen.  It  was  by  no  means  defigned 
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to  decide  the  queflion,  Whether  ordination 
was  cippropnated  to  Bifliops  in  oppofition  to,  or 
exclufion  of,  Prefbyters  ?  This  is  put  beyond 
difpute  by  the  anlvver  particularly  of  the  Arch- 
Bilhop  of  York  to  that  queftion,  which  is  this, 
M'hat  a  Biibop  may  make  a  Prieft  may  be  de¬ 
duced  from  fcripture — And  that  any  othrr 
THAN  Bishops  or  Priests  may  make  a  Prieft 
we  neither  find  in  fcripture,  or  out  of  fcrip¬ 
ture. 

The  plain  truth  is,  it  does  not  appear  from 
any  one  of  the  anfwers,  to  any  of  the  propofed 
queftioDS,  that  there  was  a  difference  in  the  fen- 
timents  of  thefe  Bifnops  and  Divines  as  to  the 
ONENESS,  or  SAMENESS,  of  the  ORDER  of  Bi- 
fhops  and  Freffyters  ;  though  they  might  dif¬ 
fer  in  their  opinion  about  the  degree  in  the 
fame  order.  The  Arcli-Biffop  of  York’s  anfwer 
to  the  tenth  qoeftion/  Whether  Bifliops  or  Priefts 
were  firfl,’  will  convey  to  us  a  clear  and  juft 
idea  of  this  ;  as  we  find  in  it  fuch  words  as 
thefe,  ^  the  name  of  a  Bihop  is  not  a  name  of 
ORDER  bu^  a  name  of  office,  fignifying  an  over- 
feer.  And  although  the  inferiorShepherds  have 
alfo  csre  to  overfee  their  flock,  yet  forasmuch  as 
the  Bifliop’s  charge  is  alfi)  to  overfee  the  She¬ 
pherds,'  the  name  of  overfee/s  is  given  to  the 
Bifnops,  and  not  to  the  other  ;  and  as  he  is  in 
DEGREE  higher,  fo  in  their  confecration  we  find 
difference  even  from  the  primitive  church.’  I 
fhall  yet  add  ;  to  the  13th  queftion,  ‘  Whether 
(if  it  fortuned  a  chriftian  Prince  learned  to  con¬ 
quer  certain  dominions  of  infidels,  having  none 
but  temporal  learned  men  with  him)  if  it  be  de¬ 
fended  by  the  law%  that  he  and  they  fliould 
preach  and  teach  the  word  of  GOD  there,  or 

no  ?  and  aifo  make  and  conftitutc  Priefts,  or  no  ? 
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I  fay  to  this  13th  queftion,  Leighton" anfwer  is, 

^  I  fuppofc  the  affirmative  thereof  to  be  true 
quamVi$  potejias  clavium  refidet  pr^cipue  in  Ec^ 
clejiaj"  And  to  the  fourteenth  queftion,  Whe¬ 
ther  it  be  forefencled  by  the  law  (if  it  fo  fortune 
that  all  the  Bifliops  and  Pi  lefts  of  a  region  were 
dead,  and  that  the  word  of  GOD  fhould  remaia 
there  unpreached,  and  the  facrament  of  baptifni 
and  others  unminiftred)  that  the  King  of  the  re¬ 
gion  (hould  make  Bifliops  and  Priefts  to  fupply 
the  fame  or  no  ?’  His  anfwer  is,  ^  I  fuppofe 
the  affirmative  to  be  true, in  cafe  that  there  cannot 
Bifliops  or  Priests  be  had  forth  of  other  coun¬ 
tries  conveniently/  Thefe  anfwers  are  cffential- 
ly  different  from  what  the  Dodtor  would  have 
given  to  thefe  queftions,  and  abfolutely  incom¬ 
patible  with  the  divine  right  of  Epifcopacy  in 
his  fenfe  of  it.  And  yet,  thefe  feledcd  Bifliops* 
and  Divines  were  perfedly  unanimous  in  faying, 
that,  in  the  cafe  propofed,  ^  learned  laymen  not 
only  may,  but  ought  to  preach  and  teach 
GOD’s  word/  and  the  greater  part  of  them' 
declare  it  to  be  their  opinion,  that  the  ‘  Prince, 
(in  this  fame  cafe)  and  his  temporal  learn¬ 
ed  MEN  may  make  and  inftitute  minifters,  or 
Priefts/  ^  How  diffonant  are  thefe  fentiments  of 
our  reformers  from  thofe  exprellied  in  the  ‘  ap-  , 
leal,’  (p.  4)  in  thefe  words,  ^  If  the  fucceffion 
/hat  is,  in  the  line  of  Bifliops,  who  only  have 
authority  to  ordain]  be  once  broken,  and  the 
power  of  ordination  [that  is,  by  Bifliops  only] 
once  loft,  not  all  the  men  on  carth—noc  all  the 
Angels  in  Heaven,  without  an  immediate  com- 
niiffion  from  CHRIST,  can  reftorc  it  ! 

The; 

*  Burnet's  Hift.  reform,  p.  232,  233,  234.« 
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THE'Doaor  has  not  yet  done  with  Cranmer: 
(Says  he,  p.  30)  ‘  After  the  time  of  his  fubfcrib- 
ing  to  Dr.  Leighton’s  opinions  concerning  Epif- 
copacy,  I  find  him  in  no  fluftuation  of  princi¬ 
ples  ;  but  many  proofs  appear  of  his  lettled 
and  fteady  belief  that  Bifhops  are  fuperior  to 
Prelbyters  by  apoftolical  inltitution.’  Enough, 
I  truft,  has  been  already  faid  to  (how,  that  no 
valid  proof  has  been  given,  that  Cranmer  fub- 
ed  J-tC  ^  jion  s  anfwers  •,  or,  if  he  did,  that 
this  was  fufficicnt  to  faftcn  on  him  a  change 
of  fentiments  relative  to  Epifcopacy  :  nor  am  I 
yet  perfuaded  to  think,  that  there  are  any  proofs 
from  which  it  will  appear,  that  it  was  ever  his 
‘  fettled  belief  that  Bifirops  are  fuperior  to  Pref- 
byters  by  apoftolical  inftitution.’  It  is  a  pity 
the  Dodpr  has  not  quoted  the  paffages  in  Cran- 
mer’s  writings,  upon  which  he  finds  that  there 
was  no  flufluation  in  his  principles  on  this 
head/  He  fpeaks  of  a  '■Catechifin  he  compiled, 
in  which,  if  we  may  believe  Bifliop  Burnet,  he 
fully  owns  the  divine  inftitution  of  Bifhops  and 
Priefts.’  Gould  a  fight  of  this  catechifm  be  ob¬ 
tained,  it  i.s  probable  it  might  be  in  our  power  to 
refute  what  is  here  faid  from  Bifhop  Burnet  ; 
However  this  may  be,  thus  much  is  certain,  if 
we  would  form  a  right  judgment  in  this  matter, 
it  mull  be  from  what  is  faid  in  the  catcehifm  it- 
lelf,  and  not  by  implicit  faith  in  the  opinion  of 
another,'  who,  perhaps,  never  faw  it  himfclf. 
The  Dodor  likewife  tells  us  of  a  ‘  fermon  in 
this  catechifm,  or  large  inftrudion  of  young  per- 
Ibns,  concerning  the  authority  of  the  keys,  upon 
Rom.  X.  13,  14,  15,  in  which  fermon  his  no¬ 
tions  of  Epifcopacy  and  chuich-government  are 
fo  high,  that  even  the  high-flying  Dr.  Hicks  re- 
p^inte^  it  at  large  in  his  preface  to  tbs  divine 

rights 
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right  of  Epifcopacy  afferted'  This  ferriian  is,  I 
conclude,  the  very  one  repaired  to  by  Mr.  Dru¬ 
ry  in  order  to  prove  that  Crannur  retradted  his 
opinion  about  Bifliops  and  Priefts;  to  whom  Mr. 
Boyfe  replies  *  ‘  the  paffage  he  has  cited  in  this 
fermon  no  way  aflerts  Priefts  and  Bifhops  to  be 
at  the  beginning  two  diftindt  orders/  If  the 
Dodlor  will  bring  to  view  this,  or  any  other  paf¬ 
fage,  in  this  fermon,  or  in  any  other  writing  of 
Cranmer^  and  from  thence  point  out  to  us  the 
affirmed  change  in  his  fentiments,  we  will  rea¬ 
dily  fubmit  ;  but  until  then  wc  fhall  beg  leave 
to  think,  that  he  ever  adhered  to  the  opinion, 

‘  that  Priefts  and  Bifhops  were  at  one  time, 
and  not  two  things,  but  one  office  m  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  CHRIST’S  religion. 

I  HAD  faid,  ("anf.  to  app.  p.  12)  from  Mr.  J. 
Owen^  and  upon  his  authority,  '  that  the  noti¬ 
on  of  the  right  of  Bifhops  to  govern  and  ordain, 
as  being  officers  in  the  church  fuperior  to  Prefby- 
ters,  by  divine  appointment,  wasfirfl  promoted  in 
the  church  of  England  by  Arch-Bifliop  Laud7 
The  Doctor  takes  occafion  from  hence  to  play 
with  the  word  promoted  to  make  his  readers 
merry.  He  is  utterly  at  a  Jofs  what  to  make  of 
it.  It  is  a  ‘  myfterious’  word  *,  it  contains  in  it 
‘  fomc  fccret  meaning,  which  he  does  not  com¬ 
prehend  /  it  ‘  muft  be  unfolded,’  or,  notwith~ 
ftandlhg  what  may  be  the  meaning  of  this  un« 
fcarchable  word,  *  he  muft  take  the  liberty  to 
believe,  that  the  national  eftablifhmenc  of  this 
dodtrinc  again  and  again,  and  making  it  a  fun¬ 
damental  principle  of  our  reformation,  w^as  do-  ^ 
ing  fomething  to  promote  ic.^  I  affure  the 
Dodtor  i  would  not  have  uled  this  word,  v/hich 
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appeared  to  me  a  harmlefs,  well  meanino’  one, 
could  i  have  forclcen  the  firangc  induence  ic 
would  have  on  him.  Ic  has  certainly  very  much 
Gbfiruwted  his  dilcerning  faculty  ;  otherwiie,  ic 
would  not  have  appeared  to  him,  that  the  fupe- 
riority  of  BiOiops  to  Prefbyters,  by  divine  ap¬ 
pointment,  was  a  dodrine  that  had  been  ‘  again 
and  again  nationally  ettablifhed  much\fs 
that  this  was  a  ‘fundamental  principle  of  the  re¬ 
formation.’  Arch-Bifliop  Laudy  without  all 
doubt,  was  the  first,  I  will  not  fay  that  pro¬ 
moted  this  dodiine,  left  a  word  of  fo  profound 
a  meaning  fhould  puzzle  the  Dodor  j  but  he 
was  the  first,  in  oppofition  to  any  ‘  national 
eftabliftinicnt,’  or  its  being  at  all  a  principle, 
much  leis  ‘  a  fundamental  one  of  the  reforma¬ 
tion,’^  that  openly  afferted,  and  pleaded  for  this 
dodrine.  Perhaps  the  Dodor,  now  I  have  fub- 
ftltotcd  a  plain  word,  inftead  of  a  ‘  myfterious’ 
one,  will  be  convinced  of  this  by  what  has  been 
offered  to  his  view  :  if  he  is  not,  I  am  fatisfied, 
the  impartial  Public  will. 

He  goes  on,  ‘  if  the  meaning’  of  this  incom- 
prehenfibie  v/ord  profneted  ‘  Jse,  that  none  before 
Arch-Bifliop  Laud  contended  for  the  fuperiori- 
ty  of  Biftiops  over  Prefbyters,  by  divine  appoint¬ 
ment,  in  their  writings,  1  muft  ftill  deny  it  ;  as, 
I  am  able  to  produce  abundant  evidence  to  the 
contrary.’  The  reader  will  remember,  I  brought 
in  Arch  Biiliop  Laud,  as  the  firft  promoter  of 
Epifcopacy  upon  the  plan  of  a  divine  right,  from 
Mr.  J.  Owen,  depending  on  his  authority.  Of 
what  great  importance  is  it,  whether  he  was  the 
firft,  fecond,  third,  or  fourth  that  contended  for 
this  dodrine  ?  And  yet,  the  Dodor  has  taken- 
up  eight  or  nine  pages  in  endeavouring  to  prove, 
that  a  few  others  wrcc  before  Laud  in  pleading 
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the  divine  right  of  Epifcopacy.  But  the  unhap- 
pinefs  is,  he  is  grofsly  miftaken  in  the  idea  he 
has  given  of  the  fentiments  of  the  men  he  has 
named.  They  were,  it  is  true,  Epifcopalians 
upon  the  foot  of  divine  right,  in  a  qualified,  mi¬ 
tigated  fenfe  ;  but  not  in  the  fenfe  in  which 
Laud  and  the  Dodor,  plead  for  this  right.  It 
was  not  the  opinion  of  any  one  of  them,  that 
the  right  of  Bifhops,  by  divine  appointment,  to 
govern  and  ordain,  was  fuch,  as  that  5c  could 
not,  as  the  cafe  might  require,  be  altered  and 
they  were  clear  and  fuii  in  fignifying  their  fen¬ 
timents  to  this  purpofe.  I  have  by  me  a  book^^ 
intitled,  ‘  A  rcprelcntation  of  the  government  of 
the  church  of  England,  according  to  thejudg-* 
m'ent  of  her  Bifliops  unto  the  end  of  Qj^ieen 
Elifabeth's  reign,’  by  Stephen  Loi^  as  I  find  his 
name  inferted,  in  the  title  page,  by  Dr.  Increaje 
Mather  ;  in  which  are  extrafts,  from  all  the 
writers  Dr.  Chandler  has  mentioned,  and  many" 
more,  making  it  evident,  beyond  denial,  that 
their  notion  of  Epifcopacy, upon  the  jure  divino^ 
Jhip  plan,  was  fo  qualified  as  to  be  confiftent  with, 
an  intire  change  in  the  exercife  of  governing  and 
ordaining  power  :  but  it  maft  fuffice,  that  I  may 
not  take  up  too  much  room,  to  bring  to  view  a 
few  ofthefe  extracts,  fro-m  only  two  or  three  of 
the  moft  illuftricjiis  of  thefe  writers  j  and  I  have 
fclecled  \hefe  principally  for  iuftrudtion  to  the 
Doctor,  and  to  let  him  and  the  Public  know,' 
that  he  is  highje*.  in  his  church-principles  than 
the  HIGHEST  it  was  in  h;s  power  to  name,  whea 
H.iGH  notions  of  Epifcopacy  firfl:  began  to  ba 
broached. 

He  celebrates  Arch-Bifhop  Whitgift  as  ah 
eminent  writer  in  favour  of  the  divine  right  of 
Epifcopacy  \  but,  whether  the  Arch-Bifhop’s 
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notion  of  a  divine  right  does  at  all  agree  with  his, 
may  cafily^  be  determined  by  the  following  paf- 
lages  in  his  book,  againd  Cuftwright ,  blaving 
diitinguifhcd  between  fuch  things  as  fo  necejfary 
that  without  them  we  cannot  he  javed^  and  fuch 
•  as  are  fo  necejfary  that  without  them-  we  cannot  so 
WELL  and  CONVENIENTLY  bc  fdved^  he  adds  ‘  I 
confefs,  that  in  a  church  collefted  together  in 
one  place,  and  at  liberty,  government  is  necef- 
fary  with  the  fecond  kind  of  neccfiity  ;  but  that 
any  kind  of  government  is  fo  neceffary,  that 
without  “it  the  church  cannot  be  faved,  or  that 
it  may  not  be.alcered  into  fome  other  kindy  thought 
to  be  mor^  expedient,  1  utterly  deny  ;  and  the  rea- 
fons  that  move  me  fo  to  do  be  thefe.  The  firft 
is,  becaufe  I  find  no  one  certain  and  perfedi  kmd 
of  government  preferibed,  or  commanded,  in 
the  xriptures  to  the  church  of  CHRIST  ;  v/hich 
-  no  doubt  fijould  have  been  done,  if  it  had  been 
a  matter  nectllaiy  to  the  falvation  of  the  church. 
There  is  no  certain  kind  of  government,  or  dif- 
ciphne,  prcFcribcd  to  the  church  ;  but  that  the 
lame  may  be  altered  as  tlie  profit  of  the  churches 
reqinres  — 1  do  deny,  that  the  kriprures  do  kc 
doven  anv  one  certain  kind  of  .o-overnment  in 
the  church  to  bc'pcrpetuah  for  ail. times,  per- 
fons,  and  places,  without  alteration. — It  is  well 
known,  that  the  manner  and  form  of  govern¬ 
ment  ufed  in  the  spoftles  time,  and  exprefied  in 
the  Icriptures,  neither  is  nov/,  nor  can,  nor  ought 
to  he  obferved,  cither  touching  the  perfons  or 
.  the  fundiions  —  Wc  fee  manifeftly  that,  in  fun- 
dry  points,  the  government  of  the  church,  ufed 
in  the  Apoftles  time,  is,  and  hath  been  of  ne- 
cefTity  alttredy  and  that  it  neither  may,  nor  can 
be,  revoked  ;  whereby  it  is  pkin,  that  any  one 
kind  of  external  government,  perpetually  to  be 
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.is  nowhere  in  the  feripture  preferibed  to  the 
church,  but  the  charge  thereof  is  left  to  the  Ma¬ 
gistrate,  fo  that  nothing  be  done  contrary  to 
the  word  of  GOD.  This  is  the  opinion  of  the 
beft  v/riters  ;  isetther  do  I  know  any  lear¬ 
ned  MAN  OF  A  CONTRARY  JUDGMENT. - Ei¬ 

ther  we  mud  admit  another  form  now  of  go¬ 
verning  the  church,  than  was  in  the  Apoftles 
time,  or  elfe  we  muft  fcclude  the  chriftian  Ma- 
.  giftrate  from  all  authority  in  ,  ccclefiaftical  mat¬ 
ters. — I  am  perfuaded,  that  iheextctnal  govern¬ 
ment  of  the  church  under  a  chriftian  Magiftratc 
muft  be  according  to  the  kind  and  form  of  go- 
vcrnmcncured  in  the  common- wealth  •,  elfe.how 
can  you  make  the  Prince  fupream  Governor  of 
all  ftaces  and  caufes  eccleiiaftical  ^ ^ 

Ar-ch-Bishop  Bancrofsis  likewife  mentioned 
by  the  Doftor  as  having  fignalifed  himfelf  in 
defending  the  caufe  of  Epifcopacy  *,  but  it 
could  not  be  Epifcopacy  in  the  the  fenfe  plea- 
.  ded  for  in  the  ‘  appeal/  and  its  ‘  delence/ 
For  it  is  evident,  from  the  cafe  of  the  three 
Frefbyters  that  were  confecrated  Bifhops  for 
Scotland,  at  London,  that  Bancroft  allowed  or¬ 
dination  by  Prcibyters  to  be  valid.  The  Doc¬ 
tor  indeed  .s  picafed  to  fay,  (p.  46}  ‘  They  were 
not  confecrated  on  the  principle  that  ordination 
by  Prcfbyiers  was  valid,  but  upon  the  belief 
that  the  epifcopal  charaftcr,  as  it  included  thofe 
of  a  Prefoyrer  ^nd  Deacon,  might  be  conveyed 
by  a  fing'C  confccracion*' — But, as  thk  is  refted  on 
no  other  proof  than  the  Doflor’s  own  afiirmati- 
on,  it  ought  to  be  confidcred  as  nothing,  when 

comDared 

*  The  places  referred  to  in  LoFs  reprefentat.  are^ 
‘  Defence  C.  3,  Divif,  38^  39,  41,  And 
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compared  with  theevidcnce  wehave,that  Bancroft 
dircftly  exprefled  his  acknowledgment  of  thcvali- 
•dity  of  ordination  by  Prefbyters.  Arch.Bifliop5>4;/^/- 

wood  declares  this  in  fo  many  words.  Says  he,  * 
A  queftion  was  moved  by  Dr.  Andrews,  Bifhop 
of  Ely,  touching  the  confecration^of  the  Scotcifh 
Bifhops  ;  who,  as  he  faid,  muft  be  jirft  ordained 
Prejbyters^  as  having  received  no  ordination  from 
a  Eijhop,  Xhc  Arch-Bifliop  of  Canterbury,  Dr. 
Bancroft^  who  was  by,  maintained,  ^hat  thereof 
imre  was  no  neceffity^  where  of  Bijhops 

could  not  be  had^  the  ordination  given  by  Prefbyters 
mujt  be  ejleemed  lawful ;  ot  her  wife  ^  that  it  might 
he  doubted  if  there  were  any  lawful  vocation  in  mofi 
of  the  reformed  churches.  This  applauded  to  by 
the  other  Bi/hops^  Ely  acquiefeed,  and  at  the  day, 
and  in  the  place  appointed,  the  three  Scottifli 
Biihops  were  confecrated/ 

As  tor  Hooker^  it  is  plainly  evident,  from  a 
confidcrable  number  of  large  extradts  from  his 
"  immortal  work,  the  ccclefiaftica!  polity/  to  be 
niet  with  mLoFs  reprefentation,  char,  in  his  opi¬ 
nion,  the  fcriptiires  do  not  make  the  Eptjeo- 
pal^  or  any  other  particular  kind  of  government, 
UNALTERABLE  ;  that  the  pcwct  of  conferring 
orders  is  not,  by  any  divine  law,  so  appropri¬ 
ated  to  Bishops,  that  in  no  cafe,  ordination 
by  Presbyters  can  be  valid  ;  and  that  the 
church  vifibie  is  the  true  crigmal  JubjeB  of  all 
power,  and  can  alter  the  government  of  the 
church.  Among  the  extracts  to  this  purpofe, 
the  two  or  three  following  ones  only  muft  fuf- 
fice  for  the  prefent. 

Th^  firft  is  taken  from  his  feventh  book,  in 

/  thefe 

^  Hill,  of  Scotland,  Lib.  7,  p*  5^4>  quoted  by 
L9h  ia  his  reprefent.  p, 


‘APPEAL  IJEFEND ED’ 

•  t 


'S3 

thefc  words,  *  Bi{]:iops,  albeit  they  may  avouch 
wich  conformiry  of  truth,  that  their  authority 
hath  thus  delccndcd  even  from  the  very  Apoftles 
themfelves  ;  yet  the  absolute  and  everlast¬ 
ing  CONTINUANCE  of  it  they  cannot  fay  any 
commandment  of  the  LORD  enjoins  ;  and 
therefore  muft  acknowledge,  that  the  church 
hath  power  by  univerfal  confent,  upon  urgent 
caufe,  to  TAKE  IT  AWAY,  if  thercunto  flie  be 
conftrained  through  the  proud,  tyrannical, 
AND  unreasonable  DEALINGS  OF  HER  Bl- 
SHOPS.  Therefore,  left  Bilhops  fliould  for¬ 
get  themfelves,  as  if  none  on  earth  had  au¬ 
thority  to  touch  their  ftates,  le!  them  conti¬ 
nually  bear  in  mind,  that  it  is  rather  ihQ  force  of 
cujiom,  whereby  thef  church,  having  fo  long 
found  it  good  to  continue  under  the  regiment 
of  her  virtuous  Bifliops,  doth  ftiil  uphold,  main¬ 
tain  and  honor  them  In  that  refpeft,  than  that 
any  fjch  true  and  heavenly  law  can  be  (hewed,  by 
the  evidence  whereof  it  may  of  a  truth  appear, 
that  the  LORD  him felf  hath  appointed  Prejbyters 
for  ever  to  be  under  the  regiment  ofBiJhops  in  what 
fort  fo  ever  they  behave  themfelves,^ 

In  the  fame  book,  he  fays,  ‘There  may  be  fome- 
times  veryjuft  and fufficient  reafons  toall  ordinati¬ 
on  made  without  a  Bifhop.  The  whole  church 
vifible, being  the  true  original  fubjedt  of  all  pow¬ 
er,  it  hath  not  ordinarily  allowed  any  other  than 
Bifhops*alone  to  ordain  :  Howbeit,  as  the  ordi¬ 
nary  courfe  is  ordinarily  in  all  things  to  be  ob- 
ferved,  fo  it  may,  in  fome  cafes  not  unneceflary, 
that  we*  decline  from  the  ordinary  ways/ 

In  the  book  ftill,  we  meet  with  this 
paflage  ‘  \Vc  are  not  fimply  without  excep¬ 
tion  to  urge  a  lineal  descent  ©f  fowER 
TROM  THE  Apostles  ey  continued  suc¬ 
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CESSION  OF  Bishops  in  every  effectual 
ordination/  ^  I  iliall  fubjoin  here,  that 
Stillinifieet  ^  They  who  pleafe  but  to  con- 
fult  the  third  book  of  JiGokef%  ecclefiaftical  hif* 
tory,,  may  fee  the  mutability  of  the  form  of 
church  ^government  largely  afferted,  and,  fully 
proved.  lL§h  makes  the  fame  obfervation  ;  and 
with  exaft  truth,  as  I  can  mylclf  teftify, 
having  had  opportunity,  fince  the  penning 
w’hat  has  been  above  offered,  to  look  into  Hoo* 

^^^,thac  I  might  be  fatisfied  what  his  fentiments 
were  upon  this  head. 

^  Until  the  Doeftor  fees  fit  to  profefs  his  rea- 
dinefs  to  fall  in  with  thefe  fentiments,  1  fhall 
think  myfelf  at  liberty  to  believe,  that  Laud  was 
the  FIRST  who  promoted  Epifcopacy,  conforma- 
bly  to  the  idea,  he,  and  the  very  fmall  party  he 
is  joined  with,  entertains  concerning  it. 

As,  upon  the  point  of  Re-ordination^  be  ^  docs 
not  undertake  to  contradidit  me,  (to  ufe  his  own 
words,  p.  42)  but  to  place  ic  in  a  propci;  point 
.of  light,’ I  fliall  only  defirc  the  reader  to  take 
notice  of  one  thing  he  has  omitted,  which  is  of 
far  greater  importance  than  any  thing  he  has 
offered.  It  is  the  aft  of  the  thirteenth  of  £/i- 
Jabith^v^hiLh  runs  thus,*!'  ‘  That  every  perfon  un¬ 
der  the  degree  of  a  Bilhop,  which  doth  or  fhall 
pretend  to  be  a  Prieft  or  minifter  of  GOD’s 
holy  word  and  lacramcnts,  by  reafon  of  any  o- 
THER-FORM  of  inflitution,  confecration,  or  or¬ 
dering,  than  the  form  now  used  in  the  reign 
of  our  moft  gracious  Ibvereign  Lady— (hall — 
declare  his  affenr,  and  fubfenbe  to  all  the  arti- 

^  cles 

^  Vid.  LqF$  reprefent  p.  41,  43,  45. 

*}■  Lob  s  reprefent.  of  the  gov^xiunent  of  the  church  of 

Englaaa,  p.  59,  60, 
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clcs  of  religion.* — [Thefc  concern  only  the  pro- 
feflion  of  the  true  chrlftian  faith,  and  the  doc¬ 
trine  of  the  facraments,  comprifed  in  a  book  en¬ 
titled,  Articles,  &c.  viz.  Thirty-nine  articles] 
The  penalty  is,  ‘  That  every  fuch  perfon  which 
fhall  not  fubferibe,  fhall  be  (ipfo  fafto)  deprived, 
and  all  his  ecclefiaftical  promotion  fhall  be  void, 
as  if  he  had  been  naturally  dead.’  In  confe- 
quence  of  this  a6t,  JVhitiingham  and  T.  ravers^ 
tho’  not  ordained  according  to  the  form  the?^ 
IN'  USE,  might  notwithftanding  be  lawful  tni- 
nifters  of  the  church  of  England.  I  mention 
this  to  let  the  Doflor  know,  that  he  was  raifta- 
ken  in  his  declaration,  (p.  45;  ‘  that  through¬ 
out  the  whole  reign  (that  is  of  Queen  Elifa- 
heth)  wc  arc  confidering, — it  was  an  eftabliflied 
law— that  no  man  fhould  be  accounted  or  taken 
to  be  a  lawful  Bifliop,  Prieft,  or  Deacon,  in 
the  church  of  England,  or  fuffered  to  exe¬ 
cute  any  of  the  faid  funflions*,  without  epis¬ 
copal  ORDINATION.*  This  is  faid  in  dired: 
contradidion  to  the  abovementioned  a6l  of  the 
thirteenth  of  Elifabeth^  which  continued  in  force 
iiWChartes  the  Itcond;  when,  by  another  aft/cve- 
ry  one,  nor  in  holy  orders  by  episcopal  or¬ 
dination,*  was  difabied  from  ‘holding  any 
parfonage  whatever,  as  if  he  had  been  natu¬ 
rally  dead.*  Whitingham  and  f  ravers  were  there¬ 
fore  LAWFUL  m'nifters  in  the  church  of  England, 
tho’  not  episcopally  ordained  *,  and  their 
holding  benefices  was  not  ‘  by  pcrmifiion  thro* 
the  neceffity  of  the  times,*  but  in  perfect  agree¬ 
ment  with  the ‘then  eftablifhed  law  of  the  nation, 
I  shall  not  think  it  improper  to  add  here, 
more  cfpecially  for  the  ufe  of  thcDodor,  and  his 
friends,  that  this  adl  of  the  thirteenth  of  Elifabeth 
is  a  full  proof,  ihat  it  was  not  her  opinion  that  ordi¬ 
nation 


nation  was, by  divine  appointment,  appropriated  to 
Bifhopsin  diftinftion  fromPrefbyters,fo  as  that  or¬ 
dination  byPrefbyters  only  was  invalid.  Had  this 
been  her  fentiment,  fhe  could  not  in  confiftency 
,  herewith  have  given  her  fiat  to  this  adt.  Now,  Jet 
it  be  particularly  remembered,  thcDo6lor  hastold 
(p.  41)  he  has  ^  proved,  that  the  doflrines 
of  die  Bifhops  and  Clergy/m  the  reign  of  Queen 
hdifaheth^  muft  have  been  agreable  to  the  Queen, 
and  to  the  principal  perfoos  about  her  court/ 
If  fo,  Whit^ift^  Bancroft^  Eilfon^  and  other  epif- 
copal  writers  in  this  reign,  were  not  for  ordi¬ 
nation  by  Bifiiops,  fo  as  to  nullify  ordination 
by  Prefbyters  ;  nor  could  they  difown  any  as 
LAWFUL  minilters  of  the  church  of  England 
MEEKLY  becaufe  they  had  been  ordained  by 
PrePoyrers  only.  The  divine  right  of  Epifeopa-. 
cy,  in  the  Dodlor’s  fenfe,  could  not  therefore 
be  the  dodrine  of  the  church  of  England  in  the 
reign  ofQ^ueen  Elijaheth  (as  I  have  before  prov¬ 
ed  it  was  not  in  the  reigns  either  of  Henry  the 
Eighth,  or  Edward  the  Sixth)  ;  and  fo  fay  that 
it  could,  would  be  to  fay,  that  two  contradic¬ 
tory  eltablifhments  were  in  force  at  one  and  the 
fame  time. 

The  Doflor  now  proceeds  to  fhow,  that  there 
is  ‘  authority  in  the  church  of  England  purely 
ccclefiaftical  — But,  as  in  reply  (  p.  zn)  to 
my  third  objeddon  to  the  plan  of  an  American 
Epifeopate,  he  only  fays  ‘  it  has  been  anfwered 
already,  [he  muft  mean  in  this  part  of  his  de¬ 
fence,  or  it  is  no  where  endeavoured  to  be  an¬ 
fwered]  1  fhali  poftpone  what  might  have  been 
offered  here,  until  I  come  tojuftify  the  force  of 
this  objection.  Only,  I  fliall  think  it  proper 
to  inferr,  in  this  place,  a  few  pertinent  words 
from  Burn,  who  is  an  author  the  Dodlor  will 

not 
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not  fufpeft  to  have  been  wanting  in  his  regitof 
to  the  church  of  England.  Says  he,  •  ^  Th>. 
truth  is, that,  after  the  abolition  of  the  papal  pow¬ 
er,  there  was  no  branch  of  fovereignty  with  which 
the  Princes  of  this  realm,  for  above  a  century 
after  the  reformation,  were  more  delighted 
than  that  of  being  the  fupream  head  of  the 
church  :  imagining  (as  it  feemeth)  that  all 
the  power  which  the  Pope  claimed  and  exerci- 
fed  (fo  far  as  he  was  able)  was,  by  the  ftatutes 
abrogating  the  papal  authority,  annexed  to  the 
imperial  crown  of  this  realm.- — The  Pope  arro¬ 
gated  to  himfelf  a  jurifdidlion  fuperior,  not  only 
to  his  own  canon-law,  but  to  the  municipal  laws 
of  kingdoms.  And  thefe  Princes  of  this  realm 
abovenientioncd  feem  to  have  confidered  them- 
felves  as  Popes  in  ther  own  dominions/— 
The  Do6tor,  after  he  had  wrote  fifty-eight 
pages,  very  pertinently  introduces  his  reader, 
afking,  ‘  What  is  all  this  to  the  purpofe  of  an 
American  Epifeopate  And  then  as  pertinent¬ 
ly  anfwers  the  queftion  by  faying,  ‘  I  know 
not.*  Why  then  did  he  commit  fo  grofs  a  tref- 
pafs  upon  the  patience  of  the  Public  ?  It  is  true, 
he  faid  nothing,  in  his  appeal,  ‘  about  the  opi¬ 
nion  of  the  reformers  upon  the  points  of  Epif- 
copacy,  and  the  King’s  fuprcmacy  /  but  it  is  as 
true,  that  he  faid  that  which  contradided  their 
opinion,  and  made  it  neceflary  in  anfwering  his 
appeal,  to  fet  this  matter  in  a  juft  light.  He 
has  therefore  really,  though  undcfignedly,  fnecr- 
cd  at  himfelf.  If  his  Jk etch  of  arguments  ‘  was 
to  the  purpojc  of  an  American  Epifeopate,*  it  was 
to  the  purpofe  to  make  anfwer  to  it  j  if  it  was  not 

H  to 
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•  EcclefialTical  lawj  v*l.  t,  under  the  wwi  fuprema^ 
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purpofe,  as  is  certainly  the  truth,  he  knows 

well  as  I,  that  he  only  is  the  objeft  of  ridi¬ 
cule  for  giving  occafion  to  that  which  was  im¬ 
pertinent,  as  not  being  to  the  purpofe  of  the 
main  point  to  be  dirputed. 

He  now  comes  to  defend  his  darling  doftrine 
of  an  uninterrupted  fucceffian  in  the  line  of  Bi- 
fliops.  And  here  he  has  funk  much  below  my 
espedations  not  having  offered  any  one  thing 
that  will  bear  being  examined,  though  in  a  cur- 
fery  way  only. 

I  HAD  allowed,  ‘  that  none  have  authority  in 
the  chrlPtian  church  but  thofe  who  derive  it 
from  CHRIST,  either  mediately,  or  mmediaie- 
h  -’Tyooeftinp,  that  this  was  ‘  the  opinion  of 
■the  Colonifts  of  whatever  denomination  up- 
on  ji^'hich  the  Do6lor,  taiving  it  for  granted  that 
authority,  if  conveyed  Vi'icdidtciy ,  mu  it  be  con¬ 
veyed  by  pcTjoHdl  Ju cc6jjio?t,i\ ahouvs  hard  to  prove 
a  iclf-evident  truth,  namely,  ^chat  where  a  thing 
is  'to  be  conveyed  from  one  perfon  to  cincther, 
not  uiini'ediately,  but  by  a  fuccv-fii'-'^e  communi¬ 
cation  through  a  number  of  intermediate  hands, 
it  any  one  in  the  fucccflion  fails  of  making  tne 
conveyance,  the  thing  evidently  ftops,  and  panels 
not  on  to  the  perfon  to  whom  it  is  intended  • 
AVho  ever  difpuied  this,  which  is  fo evident,  up¬ 
on  the  bare  propofal,  that  it  cannot  be  made 
more  io  by  any  method  of  reafoning  whatever  ? 
Jt  is  a  psty  the  Doctor  oid  not  tmnk  it  proper  to 
prove  the  cnly  thing  that  here  needed  proof,  viz, 
that '  authority  can  be  conveyed  n/isdicit^ly  from 
;CHRlSr,  in  no  way  but  by  perfonal  luccelTion. 
XJniii  he  is  able  to  prove  this,  it  is  to  no  pur- 
poie  to  fay,  Mf  the  authority  firft  given  to  A 
is  to  pais  on  lucceflively  to  B,  to  C,  to  D,  and  to 
E  :  fliould  the  conveyance  ftop,  or  be  interrupt- 
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td  at  C,  fo  that  it  paffes  not  on  to  D  ;  in  that 
cafe  D  does  not  receive  it,  and  therefore  cannof 
convey  it  to  E,  unicis  D  Is  able’  to  give  what  it 
has  not/  This  pompous  fhew  of  demonftra- 
tion  may  delude  weak  minds,  but  is  altoge¬ 
ther  a  rope  offand,  unlefs  it  be  firft  proved,  that 
the  authority  is  fo  given,  that  it  can  in  no  medi- 
cte  way 'be  conveyed,  but  in  fucceffion  from  A 
to  B,  and  fo  on.  Wc  join  with  thcDoftorin  fay¬ 
ing  ‘  That  no  number  of  men  on  earth,  nor  all 
the  Angels  in  Heaven,  can  give  authority  from 
CHRIST  not  given  to  them,  or  renew  this  au¬ 
thority  if  loll/  And  what  then  ?  Is  it  not  ob¬ 
vious  to  the  mod  vulgar  underflanding,  that  the 
•grand  point  in  difpute  is  here  begged,  and  flip- 
pofed  to  be  granted,  namely,  that  autnority  is 
given  by  CHRIST  to  be  comniunlcated  by  per* 
fonai  fucceluon,  and  that  there  is  no  other 
diate  way  in  which  it  can  be  communicated  ? 
The  Dodlor  might  have  known,  as  he  pretends 
an  acquaintance  with  liookef^^s  *  immortal  work/ 
that  the  church,  at  lead  in  his  opinion,  is  the 
irue  original  juhjedl  of  ail  power  from  CHRIS"!  ; 
and  chat  ihe  may  take  it  away  even  from  Bi- 
fiiops,  it  th 'Y  are  pvoud^  tyrannical^  and  unt'c-' 
formabU  in  their  dealings^  as  GOD  knov/s  has  too 
often  been  the  cafe.  He  accordingly  declares, 
we  are  not  fimply^  and  without  exception  to  urge 
a  lineal  dtjeent  of  ^power  from  tht  Jpofiies  by  con¬ 
tinued  fucceffion  of  EijhQps  in  every  cffctlual  ordi¬ 
nation.  ^  And  i  can  affure  him  dill  trrther,  in 
is  the  opinion  of  the  ncn-epifcopaliari,  Colondls, 
that  the  power  of  perpetuating  the  rniniitration 
of  the  v/qrd  and  gofpcl  ordinances,  is  to  lodged 

witk 

Vid.  Quotation  from  Hooper^  in  the  foregoing 
53d.  page. 
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with  chriftian  churches,  that,  whenever  the  cafe 
requires  it,  they  .can  begin  a  fucceffion  de  no- 
which  fucceffion  will  be  as  truly  vefted 
with  authority  from  CHRIST,  as  if  it  had  been 
uninterruptedly  handed  down  from  the  Apoftles. 
Th»^  Do(5lor,  iriftead  of  attempting  to  difprovc 
chefe  tenets,  takes  it  for  granted,  that  autho¬ 
rity  from  CHRIST  can  be  conveyed  in  no  wo- 

diate 

^  Monfieur  Claude  has  clearly  exprefled,  and  concifely 
proved,  our  fentiments  upon  this  head.  Says  he,  in 
his  defence  of  the  reformation,  part  4,  p»  ^4,  95,— 
«  Wherein  the  feripture  recommends  to  the  faithful, 
the  taking  diligent  heed  to  the  prefervation  and  con¬ 
firmation  of  their  faith,  and  to  propogate  it  to  their 
children,  it  gives  them  by  that  very  thing  a  fuifici- 
ent  right  to  make  ufe  of  all  proper  means  in  order 
to  that  end  ;  and  every  body  knows  the  miniftry  is 
©ne  of  thofe  means,  and  therefore  the  obligation  the 
faithful  are  under  to  preferve  and  propagate  the 
faith,  includes  that  of  creating  to  themfelves  Paf- 
tors  when  they  cannot  have  them  otherwife  :  in 
fliort,  when  the  fciipturc  teaches  that  the  faithful 
have  a  right  to  chufe  their  Paftors,  it  teaches  there¬ 
by  that  they  have  a  right  to  inftal  them  into  their 
ofHcc  in  cafe  of  neceility  ;  for  that  call  confifting 
more  cflentially  in  eleSiion  than  in  injiailatlon^  which 
is  but  a  formality,  there  is  no  reafon  to  believe  that 
GOD  would  have  given  the  people  a  right  t# 
chufe  their  Paftors,  and  to  have  them  inftalled  by 
others,  and  that  he  has  not  given  them  at  the  fame 
time  a  power  of  injfalling  them  themfelves,^  when  it  can¬ 
not  be  done  otherwife,  fincc  naturally  that  which 
we  have  a  right  to  do  by  another, we  have  a  right  to  do 
fey  ourfclves/  Nay,  even  Dedwell  him^lf,  that 
high-flyingEpifcopalian  Teems  to  have  exprefled  near., 
ly  the  fame  fentiments,  [whether  it  be,  or  be  not, 
confident  with  the  other  parts  of  his  fcheme]  in  his 
pparathn  of  churches.  Says  he,  as  he  is  quoted  by 
Mr.  M.  enquiry  into  the  nature  of  fehifm, 
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diate  way,  but  by  perfonal  fucceffion  in  his  no¬ 
tion  of  it  ;  and  then  needlefsly  blots  fcvcral  pa¬ 
ges  in  proving  what  no  man  in  his  fenfcs  ever 
did,  or  cou  Id  deny. 

I 

(p.  49,)—*  Whenever  any  perfon  is  invefted  int® 
the  fupream  power,  and  the  focicty  over  which  he 
is  placed  is  independant  on  other  focietics,  fuch  a 
perfon  can  never  be  placed  in  his  power  if  not  by 
them  who  muft  after  be  his  fubjeds,  unlcfs  by  his 
prcdcccflbr,  which  no  focicty  can  depend  upon  for  a 
conjlant  rule  of  fucceJfton.—\  am  apt  to  think  this 
muft  have  been  the  way  of  making  Bijhops  at  firft, 
how  abfolute  foever  I  conceive  them  to  be  when  they 
are  once  made.— -This  feems  beft  to  agree  with  the 
abfolutmefs  of  particular  churches^  before  they  had  by 
compaft  united  themfelvcs  under  metropolitans  and 
exarchs,  into  provincial  and  diocefan  churches  ;  and 
this  (eems  to  have  been  fitted  for  the  frequent  perfe-* 
fecutions  of  thofe  earlier  ages,  when  every  church  was 
able  to  fecure  its  own  fucceffionj  vfitYionX.  depending  on 
the  uncertain  opportunities  of  meeting  the  Bilhops 
of  the  whole  province  :  and  the  alteration  of  this 
pradlice,  the  giving  the  Biftiops  of  the  province  an 
iiitercft  in  the  choice  of  every  particular  Colleague, 
feems  not  to  have  been  fo  much  from  want  of  power 
in  the  particular  churches  to  do  it,  as  for  the  fccurity 
of  compa<Sls  that  they  might  be  certain  of  fuch  a 
colleague  as  would  obferve  them.— It  is  probable  that 
it  was  in  imitation  oi  phi lofophers  fuccejfions^  that 
thefe  ecclefiaflical  fuccejjtons  were  framed  ;  and  when 
the  philofophers  failed  to  nominate  their  own  fuccef- 
fors,  the  cledlion  was  in  the  fchools.’  My*  author’s 
remark  upon  thefe  words  is,  ^  If  every  particu¬ 
lar  church  had  originally  a  power  within  it/elf  to  chufe 
and  inveft  its  Bifhops,  and  the  concurrence  of  other 
Biftiops  herein  was  not  for  want  ol power  in  that  par¬ 
ticular  church,  but  only  for  fccuring  the  agreement 
of  Biftiops  among  themfclves,  we  have  done  with  the 
neceility  of  a  continued  line  of  epifcopal  ordination, 
and  there. may  be  true  miflion  v^lthout  it.* 
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•  I  HAD  faid  of  the  fucceflion  pleaded  for  in  the 
appeal,  ‘  that  it  is  not  capable  of  any  good  proof, 
nor  is  there  any  probability,  that  fo  long  a  chain* 
running  through  fo  many  ages  ofignorance,  vio¬ 
lence,  and  all  kinds  of  impofture,has  never  once 
been  broke,’ (p.  15.)  TheDoftor  replies,  ^  This 
affertion  militates  as  forcibly  againft  the  fuc- 
ceffion  which  the  churches  in  the  Colonies  certainly 
believe^  zs  againft  the ,  epifcopal,’  The  colony^- 
.churches  are  fo  far  ^  from  certainly  believing* 
what  the  Doftor  would  here  make  them  believe, 
that  they  care  nothing  about  an  uninterrupted 
line,  either  of  Bifhops  or  Frefbyters  ;  as  they 
know  they  have  power  frorn  CHRIST  to  cop- 
ftitute  officers  for  all  the  purpofes  of  the  gofpel- 
miniftry,  fhould  it  fo  happen,  thzt  tho  line  of 
fucceffion,  in  regard  of  Prelbyters,  as  well  as  Bi- 
-ffiops,  had  been  interrupted  and  broken. 

The  Doftor  goes  on,  ‘  as  to  the  fucceffion  in 
the  line  ofBiffiops,  I  am  ftill  of  opinion,  that 
it  is  incumbent  on  the  objeitors  to  prove,  that 
ir  has  been  interrupted*.  One  would  naturally 
be  difpofed  to  think,  it  was  incumbent  on  thofe, 
'V/ho  urge  the  abfolute  neceffiry  of  the  non-inter- 
iiipdon  of  this  line,  in  order  to  the  validity  of 
gofpd-adminiPcrations,  to  prove  that  it  has  not 
been  interrupted  ;  efpecially  if  they  are  the  admi- 
nidrators.  For  myfelf,  I  am  free  to  own,  I  ffiould 
not  dare  to  meddle  with  the  difpenfation  of  gof- 
pei'Ordinances,  upon  the  doefrine  of  an  uninter¬ 
rupted  line,  unlefs  I  was  able,  fairly  to  prove, 
that  I .  was  myfeif  in  this  line  without:  inter¬ 
ruption. 


Thb  Doctor  here  mentions  feme  things  po- 
fitively  in  favour  of  the  line's  being  uninter¬ 
rupted.  Says  he,  ^  We  know,  by  the  bell  hif- 
torical  evidence,  that  it  h.is  been  the  univerfai 
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pradicc  of  the  church,  from  the  time  of  the^A- 
poftles  to  the  prefent  hour,  to  acknowledge  none 
for  Bifliops  who  were  not  ordained  by  other  Bi- 
fliops.’  Ic  is  impoffible  he,  or  his  party,  fhould 
be  poffcficd  of  this  knowledge,  unlcis  in  imagi¬ 
nation  only  *,  becaufe  ic  can  have  exiftence  no 
where  elfe,  having  no  reality  as  a  truth,  from 
the  practice  of  any  one  chriftian  church  for  the 
firft  two  hundred  years.  Throughout  this  long 
fpacc,  no  proof  can  be  given,  that  ‘  none  were 
acknowledged  forBifhops,  who  were  not  ordain¬ 
ed  by  Bifliops’"  in  the  impleaded  fenfe.  If  there 
can,  let  it  be  produced.  It  has  never  yet  been 
done,  and  I  challenge  the  Doctor  to  do  it  :  nor 
indeed  was  ic  ever  the  ‘  univerfal  praftice/  in 
any  age,  even  p  this  day,  to  ^  acknowledge  none 
for  Bifhops,  but  thofe  who  were  ordained  by 
Bifhops,’ upon  the  plan  ofa  divine  right.  He 
goes  on,^  the  confecracion  ofBifhops  was  a  public 
aft—efleemed  to  be  a  matter  of  fuch  importance 
that  the  report  of  it  was  immediately  carried  even 
to  diftanc  places— and,  In  difputed  cafes,  ic  wa3 
eafy  to  difeover,  whether  the  perfon  was,  in  re¬ 
ality,  a  Bifliop  or  not  ;  or,  fuppofing  the  con- 
trary,  that  no  one  would  receive  epilcopal  cori- 
fccratioii  from  luch  hands.’  I  fhall  leave  ic  with 
common  fenfe  to  judge, whether  this  is  any  other 
than  a  Tandy  bottom  to  build  one’s  faith  upen,^ 
in  a  matter  of  fuch  efieniial  concern  as  the  un¬ 
interruption  of  this  line  is  made  to  be.  And 
what  the  Doflor  yet  adds  is  as  weak  an  one. 
5ays  he,  ‘  We  know  from  feripture,  that  if 
fuch  a  fuccefiion  is  as  neceffary,  as,  upon  a  fpe- 
Culative  examination,  it  appears  to  be,  CHRIST 
has  promlfed  to  preferve  and  continue  it  to  the 
end  of  the  world.’  That  is,  in  plain  englifh,  if 
it  be  fuppofed^  allowed,  and  taken  for  granted, 

that 


that  CHRIST  has  made  an  uninterrupted  fuc- 
ceflion  ncceffary,  he  will  take  care,  in  virtue  of 
his  promife,  to  prefcrvc  and  continue  it*  A  nota¬ 
ble  difcovcry  this  !  Who,  befidcs  the  Doftor, 
that  regards  his  charafter,  would  declare  in  the 
face  of  the  world,  that  he  was  ‘  abundantly  fatis- 
ficd  with  thcfc  various  kinds  of  evidence,*  in  an 
affair  elTentially  conne6lcd,in  his  view?  wTth  ever* 
laftingftlvation,  which,  when  examined,  appear 
to  be  mSf  nothing  ? 

I  HAD  faid,  that,  to  make  the  very  being  of  a 
church,  and  all  covenant  hopes  of  falvation,  to 
reft  upon  fo  precarious  a  foundation  as  an  unin¬ 
terrupted  fucceffion  in  the  line  of  Bifhops,  was 
to  expofe  the  religion  of  CHRIST  to  ridi¬ 
cule  ; — That  it  would  follow  upon  this  doc¬ 
trine,  that  the  public  worfhip  of  the  non-epifeo- 
palian  Colonifts,  of  all  the  diflenters  in  England, 
and  of  all  the  reformed  churches  who  had  no  mi- 
nifters  butfuch  as  were  ordained  by  Ptefbyters, 
would  be  an  affront  to  CHRIST  ;  and  that,  at 
the  reformation,  if  the  popifh  Bifhops  had  ftuck 
to  their  old  principles,  and  difeontinued  the  fuc- 
ceflion  by  refufing  to  ordain'  any  but  thofe  of 
their  own  consmunion,  it  would  have  been  the 
duty  ©f  the  laity  to  have  lived  without  gofpcl 
ordinances  till  a  new  commiffion  was  fent  from 
Heaven  to  give  authority  to  adminifter  them 
And  I  am  greatly  confirmed  in  the  propriety 
/and  force  of  thefc  objeftions  by  what  the  Doc¬ 
tor  has  faid  in  anfwer  ff)  them.  Let  the  reader 
compare  what  we  have  both  offered,  and  judge 
for  himfclf.  And,  perhaps,  he  will  not  judge 
differently  from  Monfieur  Claude^  in  the  like 
cafe  j  whofe  words  arc  thefe.  *  ‘To  fpeak 


my 
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fiiy  thoughts  frtcly,  it  fccms  to  ths^t  this 
confident  opinion,  of  the  ablolutc  necefiirv  of 
Epifcopacy,  that  goes  fo  high  as  to  own  no 
church,  or  call,  or  niiniftry,  or  lacramcnts,  or 
falvacion,  in  the  world,  where  there  are  no  cpii- 
copal  ordinations,  although  tliere  fhould  be  the 
true  doarine,  the  true  faith  and  piety  there  5 
and  which  would  make  all  religion  depend  up¬ 
on  a  formality,  and  on  fuch  a  formality  as  we 
have  fhewn  to  be  of  no  other  than  human  infti« 
tution  ;  that  opinion,  I  fay, cannot  be  looked  on 
otherv/ife  than  as  the  very  worit  character  and 
mark  ol  the  higheft  hypocrify,  a  piece  of  pha- 
rifaifm  all  over,  that  {trains  at  a  gnat  and 
fwallows  a  Cstmel ;  and  X  cannot  avoid  having,  at 
ieaft,  a  contempt  of  thofe  kind  of  thoughts,  and 

a  compaffion  for  thofe  who  fill  'their  heads’with 
them/ 

It  was  further  obfervijd,  in  anfw'cr  to  the  ap-*-’ 
pval,  ^  1  hat  tbej^vorfl:  of  this  docStrioe  of  an  unin-* 
tcirupted  fucceflion  is,  its  being  derived  through, 
the  church  of  Rome  /  concerning  which  it  is 
declared  by  the  church  of  England  in  her  ho^ 
mihes,  ‘  that  as  at  preient  it  is,  and  hath  been 
lor  nine  hundred  years,  it  is  >  far  from  bein<> 
or  the  nature  of  the  true  church,  that  no^ 
thing  can  be  more  /  befides  which,  fhe  ex- 
piicitly  fpeaks  of  this  church  as  a  foul,  fil¬ 
thy,  OLD,  WITHERED  HARLOT,  the  FOULEST 
and  FILTHIEST  that  was  ever  seen/  What 
now  IS  the  Dodtor^s  reply  ?  He  gives  it  in  a  paf- 
iap  he  quotes  from  Mr.  mitch  defence,  the 
whole  force  of  which,  fo  far  as  there  is  any,  lies 
m  thefe  words,  ‘  Harlot  as  fhe  is,  fhc  may  brin^ 
ort  children,  as  w’cll  as  an  honeft  and  virtuous 
matron,  and  fometimes  children  far  better  than 
tneir  parent.  And  if  I  muft  derive  my  fpiritual 
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pedigree  from  a  harlot^  I  had  rather  it  Ihould^bc 
an  cld  withered  one,  of  an  ancient  and  honoura¬ 
ble  line,  than  a  ycung  ftrumpet  of  no  name  and 
family,  and  who  came  into  the  world  but  yef- 
ttrday.’  The  Doftor  cannot  be  more  furprifed 
at  my  being  ‘  unacquainted  with  this  defence  of 
Mr.  IVhitey  as  he  thinks  I  ‘  appear  to  be,’  than 
I  am.  at  his  injudicioufnefs  in  bringing  it  into 
view.  If  Bifhops  derive  their  cxifltnee, 
from  an  acknowledged  whore,  they  mufl,  with¬ 
out  all  controverfy,  be  born  of  fornication.  Is  it 
pofiible  a  whore,  a  foul,  filthy  whore 
ihould,  being  an  adulteress,  bring  forth  any 
other  than  a  base-born,  spurious  race  ?  And 
it  matters  not,  whether  flic  be  z.  young  whore,  or 
an  oU  withered  one.  The  Dodor  may  prefer^  an 
{".pif copal  pedigree  from  a  withered  whore ^  having 
exifted  fuch  for  many  hundreds  of  years,  being 
on  this  account,  an  ancient  whore,  and  an  honour ahli 
onc,(ifthisisnot  a  moral  impoflibility)to  a  defeent 
{xomzyeunrfirumpeioimmxntorhmly.  He  fliall 
have  hi  chice  for  all  me  ;  hot  let  hioyemeo,- 
her  in  either  of  thefe  cafes,  the  deicendants  will 
bc  ’^:;W..and  noty.«.  Bendcs.  he  ha,  not 
feen  fit  to  fay  a  word,  cither  from  himfelf,  or  Mr. 
fFhite.hy  which  wc  may  be  informed,  how  that 
church  can  communicate  true  genuine  orders, 
>ivhich  the  homilies,  he  has  lublcribcd  to,  de¬ 
clare  to  have  btcn‘  nine  hundred  years 
paft  so  FAR  from  haVmg  the  nature  of  the 

TRUF  CHURCH,  that  NOTHING  CAN  BE  MORE. 
Asthc  diffenting  Gentleman ^rcafon,  with  great 

propriety  and  ftrength,  ‘  What  mi^raclcs  arc 
here  !  That  which  i,  no  true  church,  nor  ha, 
ken  any  thing  like  it  for  a  thoufand  years  paft  i 
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yet  conveys  true,  regular  offices  and  powers  ! 
An  anti-apoftolic  church  imparting  genuine 
flolic  orders  !  The  fynagogue  ef  fatan  becomes 
the  facred  repojitory^  wherein  the  power  of  ordina^ 
tion  to  holy  offices,  in  CHRIS  Ts  church,  for 
more  than principally  refted,  and 
was  almoft  only  to  be  found  !  The  church 
Rome^  which,  by  apoftacy  hath  cut  itfelf  offitom 
the  body  of  CHRIST^  hath  neverthekfs  his  Jpi^ 
rit  aid  authority  dwelling  in  it  %  and  is  com- 
miffioned  by  CHRIST  to  examine,  ordain,  and 
fend  minifters  into  his  church,  for  the  edifying 
his  body,  and  perfeding  his  faints  !  How  in 
■every  view  marvellous  and  tranfeendant  is  this 

Th£  Dodor  fays  nothing  further,  m  this  fee- 
tion,  ia  his  own  defence,  that  calls  for  enlarge-*^ 
ment  by  way  of  r,.cply. 

Tho.ugh  he  had  needlefsly  introduced  an  ex- 
trad,  in  his  appeal,  from  Chilling/worih^s  dc« 
monftracion  of  Epifcopacy,  I  thought  it  proper 
to  take  fome  notice  of  it.  What  he  has  offer¬ 
ed  in  his  defence,  is,  as  I  apprehend,  very  little 
to  the  purpofe.  1  dcfirc  therefore  nothing  morc^, 
than  that  the  reader  would  examine  what  we 
have  both  faid,  and  then  judge  between  us. 

He  does  not  deny,  that  Bifiiop  Burnet^  whera 
he  wrote  his  vindication  of  the  church  of  Scot¬ 
land,  ‘  believed  Biffiops  and  Prefbycers  to  be  fe- 
vcral  degrees  of  the  fame  office."  But  he  adds^* 
‘  his  fubfequenc  writings  afford  innumerable 
proofs,  that  he  afterwards  believed  the  dodrinc 
of  Epifcopacy,  both  by  the  evidence  of  ferip^ 
turc,  and  the  pradice  of  the  primitive  chureh,*i 
When  he  wrote  his  vindication,  he  believed  the 
dodrinc  of  Epifcopacy  in  the  fenle  that  nineteen  in 
twenty  of  the  members  of  the  church  of  England 
believed  it  then,  and  believe  it  now  »  but  thae 
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lie  ever  believe J  \t  in  the  Docfcor’s  fenfe,  or  that 
he  ever  vvroic  any  thing  from  whence  this  can 
uv,  made  evident,  J  (hall  not  be  perfuaded  to 
tninic,  until  I  have  better  proof  of  it  than  bare 
ariArmation  ^  ;  noi  i  fhall  believe,  ih’dtStillin^fleet 
^yee  departed  fo  far  from  the  fentiments  of  his 

^  It  is  ftrange  the  Do£i:or  has  given  us  no  proof  from 
anv  of  the  ^  writings  off  Bifhop  Burnet^  as  they 
^  afToid  innumerzible  proofs,’  that  he  believed  the 
coctrine  of  Epifcopacy,  in  the  impleaded  fenfe,  It 
may  reafonably  be  fiippofed,'it  was  net  in  hjs  power 
to  do  this  ;  and  the  rather,  becaufe  the  Biibop  de¬ 
clared  tne  fentiments  mentioned  in  the  anfwcr  to  the 
appeal,  when  Epifcopacy  was  in  its  zenith,  and  it 
might  be  expccled,  on  that  account,  that  he  would 
h^nve  ipoken  as  highly  of  it,  as  his  copfeience  would 
permit.  And  yet,  he  is  particularly  exprefs  in  mak¬ 
ing  Bifhop  and  rreftyter,  not  di/iin^  orfierSyhxit 
Jerent  degree  only  in  the  fame  office.  His  words  are 
fhefe,  w^hich  i  choofe  to  <^uote,  that  the  reader  may 
fee  in  how  tail  and  ffiong  a  manner  he  delivers  his 
fentiments  upon  this  head.  Sa)s  he,  Vind.  of  the 
the  church  of  Scotland,  p  jio,  ^  1  do  ncit  alledgc  a 
Biftop  to  be  a  ditiir  dl  office  from  a  Prefb)tcr,  but  a 
Ciflcrcnt  degree  o.  the  fame  office/—  And  again,  p# 
3J  1 ,  1  acknew/edge  Biffiop  and  Pufbyter  to  be  one 

and  the  fame  o^ce,  ana  fo  plead  for  no  new  cffice- 
bearer  in  tUe  chmeh.  I  he  iiift  branch  of their,pow*» 
er  b  their  authority  to  publiffi  the  gofpel,  to  manage 
the  woifhip,  and  dirpenfe  the  facraments  ;  and  this 
is  ALL  that  is  of  SI  VINE  RIGHT  in  the  mini- 
ffry,  in  which  Billiops  and  Prefbyters  are 
equally  fliarcrs  :  But  befides  this,  thp  church  claim- 
cth  a  power  of  jurifdidion,  of  making  rules  for  difei- 
pline,  executing  the  fame  |  all  which  indeed  is 
iutabie  to  the  common  lavvs  of  locieties,  and  the  ge¬ 
neral  rules  of  fcripture,  Dut  hath  no  pofitiye  warrant 
from  spy  icripture  precept.— Therefore,  as  to  the 
^  snariagen'iCnt  of  this  junfdidtion,  it  is  in  the  church  S 
powgiT  iQ  caft  it  into  what  mould  flie  will/ 
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Irenicum,  as  to  fall  in  wirh  the  Doftor  in  ,his,no^ 
tion  of  jure  divinino-fhip  of  Bifhops  in  diftinc- 
tion  fiorn  Prefbycers,  before  I  fee  it  otherwife 
evidenced  than  by  his  naked  afTercion. 

1  SHALL  take  this  opportunity  to  affure  the 
Dodof,  that  1  am  not  afliamed  openly  to  de¬ 
clare,  that  I  pay  ^  more  deference,  to  btilungfleeiy 
Rcftor  of  Sutton,  than  to  ^tillingfleet^  Dean  of 
St,  PauFs,  or  Bifhop  of  Worcefter,  in  the  dilpute 
relative  to  Epifcopacy/  He  may  call  this  ‘  par¬ 
tiality,  abfurd,  and  prepofterous  But  it  may 
be,  the  Public  will  think  with  me,  that  a  rec- 
torjhip^  or  bifhopric  might  have  fome  inflaencc 
to  enlarge  his  notions  of  the  power  and  dignity 
of  Bifhops,  though  never  that  I  know  of,  to  the 
height  the  Dodor  would  carry  them. 

As  to  Arch-Bifhop  JJJJoer^  that  known  and  ce¬ 
lebrated  antiquary,  ic  is  as  evident  as  a  fad  of 
this  nature  can  be,  that  it  was  his  fettled  ©pini¬ 
on,  ‘  rbat  Bifhops  and  Prefbyters  differ  only  in 
degree,  not  in  order.  What  the  Dodor  has  laid 
tends  only  to  difguife,  not  to  invalidate  this 
truth.  1  never  faid,  or  thought,  that  the  Arch- 
Bifhop  efteemed  ordination  by  Prefbyters  regular^ 
where  there  were  Bifhops  by  whom  ic  might  be 
obtained.  But  it  is  indifputablc,  even  from 
the  very  words  omitted  by  me,  in  the  Arch-Bi- 
fiiop’s  letter  to  Bernard^  but  cited  by  the  Doc¬ 
tor,  that  he  accoiyitcd  ordination  by  Prejbyters  to 
he  valid  in  places  where  Bif/jops  cannot  be  had  5 
which  is  efientially  inconfiftent  with  the  Dodor’s 
fcheme.  The  plain  truth  is,  the  Arch-Bifhop 
neither  thought  Bifhops  were  a  diftinft  order 
from  Prefbyters,  or  that  ordination  was,  by  di¬ 
vine'  appointment,  appropriated  to  that  order; 
This  is,  beyond  all  rcalbnablc  difputc,  evident 
from  his  own  wordSj  profcfl«dly  ufed  in  arguing 
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upon  this  point,  as  produced  by  Dr.  Parr  who 
wrote  his  life.  *  They  run  thus.  ‘  The  intrin- 
fical  power  of  ordaining  proceeds  not  from  jurif. 
diSlion,  but  only  from  order.  But  a  Prelbytcr 
hath  t\iQfame  order  in  fpeeie  with  a  Bifhop.  Er¬ 
go,  a  Prelbytcr  hath  equally  an  inlrinfual  power 
to  give  order,  and  is  equal  to  him  in  the  power  of 
orders  :  The  Bilhop  having  no  higher  degree 
in  refped  of  the  intention  or  extenfton  of  the  cha- 
tiSett  oi order,  though  he  hath  an  higher  degree 
(i.  e.  a  more  eminent  place)  in  refpeft  au¬ 
thority  and  juriJdiSiion  in  fpiritual  regiment.’ 

The  Doftor  finifhes  this  firft  feftion  by  de¬ 
claring,  ‘  That  he  is  more  eftablifhed  than  ever 
in  the  belief  that  Epifcopacy  is  not  only  an¬ 
cient,  and  catholic,  buf  truly  apoftolicai.'’  But 
this  faith  of  his,  and  the  publication  of  it,  arc 
to  no  purpofe.  He  made  his  appeal  to  the 
‘  impartial  Public  and  to  this  tribunal  the 
difpute,  on  both  fidcs,  is  fubmitled.  They 
therefore  arc  our  Judges,  and  it  muft  be  left 
with  them  to  decide  in  this  matter. 

V  .  a-  .  -V  -I  .  y  ^  ^ 
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Reply  to  Dr.  Chandler’s 
Second  Seftion. 


The  Doiftor  has  fccn  fit,  for  reafons  bed 
known  to  himfclf,  to  pafs  over  almoft  eve¬ 
ry  thin'>,  this  feaion  relates  to,  that  was  mate¬ 
rial  *  choolin^  to  detain  his  readers,  from  the 
r^ain  point,  by  calling  their  attention^to  that 
which  is  of  comparatively  fmall  importance. 

He  thought  it  proper,  in  his  appeal,  to  make 
a  diftin£lion  ‘  between  the  feveral  things  that 
had  been  added  to  the  epifcopal  office,  and  thofe 
which  originally  and  effentially  belong  to  it. 
It  was  faid  in  reply,  ‘  The  queftion  is  not,  whe¬ 
ther  thefc  and  fuch  like  appendages  to  the  epil- 
copal  office  will  be  deftrudlive  of  the  powers 
which  cffcntially  belong  to  it  ;  but  whether  they 
do  not  unfit  the  perfons  veiled  with  it  for  the 
proper  difeharge  of  the  duties  of  it  ?  inlomuch 
th«ic  it  would  be  unrcRlonablc  to  ^dd  luch  sp- 
pendaces,  and  as  much  fo  to  expeft,  if  they  arc 
added,  that  chriftian  proteflbrs  ffiould  not  com¬ 
plain  of  it  as  an  intolerable  grievance.  The 
Doftor  affeas,  to  be  at  a  lofs  to  know,  who  I 
meant  by  ‘  chriftian  profeffors,*  by  his  crying 

out  ‘  Jfxofeflbrs  of  what !’  I  will  tell  him,  pro- 
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fciTors  of  faith  CHRIST,  as  the  one  on'e  so- 
PKiMt  head  of  the  church,  in  opoolitioo  ,o  all 
other  claims,  whether  they  are  made  by  th. 
Pope,  or  any  chfiftian  RatncEs  „r  ^rir,  ’ 
«ha.e.er.  He  then  fays,  •  Whether  the  addi¬ 
tion  of  uch  appendages  be  teafonable,  or  on- 
rcafonabEy  is  nothing  to  me  ;  and,  which  is  much 
more,  it  is  nothing  to  the  cafe  of  fuch  an  Epif- 
copate  as  is  propoied  for  America.’  Why  then 
in  the  name  of  wonder,  did  he  fay  any  thim^ 
about  thefe  appendages  .?  if  it  was  nothing  to 
him,  that  is,  the  cauie  he  was  defending,  and 
nothing  to  the  cafe  of  an  American  Epif«)pate 

n  was  moft  certainly  to  no  purpofe  for  him  to 
lay  a  word  about  them. 


In  prolecuting  the  difiinAion  he  had  madc^ 
he  oblerved,  ‘  He  who  has  a  fmall  diocefs  has 
the  fame  epifcopal  powers,  as  he  that  has  a  laroe 
one  ;  and  it  matters  not  as  to  the  validity  of  the 
Sdr,  whether  it  be  performed  by  the  one  or  the 
other.  1  0  which  it  was  anfwered,  as  he  has 
mmmed  up  the  anfwer,  '  It  certainly  does  as  to 
his  capacity  to  ferve  the  ends  of  his  office  ;  and 
there  is, in  proportioa,  the  fame  incongruity  in 
placing  Bilhops  at  the  head  of  large  diocelTeSj 
as  in  having  an  univerfal  one.’  What  now  fays 
the  Dodor  to  this  .?  His  reply  is,  ‘  This  confi- 
dcred  as  an  anfwer  to  me,  and  in  no  other  light 
are  we  authorifed  to  confider  it,  amounts  to  no 
mere  than  this  ;  that  although  what  I  laid  is  al¬ 
lowed  to  be  true,  yet  fomething  tliat  1  did  not 
fay  is  entirely  falfe.  The  thing'  which  I  did  not 
fay  is,  that  a  Bifliop  is  as  able  to  Icrve  the  great 
ends  of  his  office  in  a  large  diocefs  as  in  a  fmall 
one.  It  is  true,  he  did  not  fay  this;  but  it  is  as 
true,  that  it  was  with  propriety,  and  irrefiftablc 

force 
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force  that  I  faid  ic.  He  knows,  or  is  grofslf 
ignorant,  that  wc  never  difowned  the  validitv  of 
epifcopal  aflrs, where  Bifhops  had  large  dioceffes. 
He  knows  alfo,  unlefs  he  is  an  utter  ftranger  to 
the  non-epifcopalian  fentimencs,thac  we  judge  ic 
highly  improper,  and  an  intolerable  grievance, 
that  Bifhops  fhould  be  at  the  head  of  large  dio- 
ceffes  ;  becaufa  ic  deftroys  their  capacity  to 
ferve  the  ends,  defigned  by  CHRIST  in  the  in- 
ftitution  of  their  ofSce.  Plis  only  bufinefs 
therefore  was  to  fhow,  that  this  appendage  did 
not  atfedt  the  Bifhop’s  capacity  to  anfwer  the 
ends  of  his  appointment.  As  the  ‘  validity’  of 
cpi  fcopal  afts  was  never  called  in  qutftion,  on 
account  of  the  largcn-fs,  or  fmallnefs,  of  their 
diocefies,  his  mentioning  this  appendage  was 
quite  impertinent,  unlefs  with  a  view  to  prove, 
in  oppofidon  to  us,that  ic  would  confifl;  with  the 
Bilhops  duty  ;  which,  ic  ihouid  feem,'  he  docs 
think  was  any  part  of  v/hat  he  was  called  to» 
However,  he  goes  on,  ‘  If  I  had  faid  this  [that  a 
Bifhop  is  as  able  to  ferve  the  ends  of  his  office 
in  a  large  dtocels,  as  a  fmall  one,]  unlefs  the 
large  diocefs  is  fiippofcd  to  be  larger  than  in  any 
proteftant  country — ic  would  not  have  been  fo 
very  exceptionable.” — Much  might  be  faid  here, 
but  I  ihail  make  no  other  anfwer  than  this,  that 
'when  the  Doftor  underltands  the  full  meaning 
of  thofe  words  of  our  Saviour,  ‘  My  kingdom 
is  not  of  this  world,’  and  has  his  mind  imprefled. 
v/ith  a  ju(f  fenfe  of  the  duty  incumbent  on  a  Bi¬ 
fhop  in  the  churchof  CHRIST,  1  have  no  doubt 
but  he  will  alter  his  fcntimenis  upon  this  head. 

He  now  pafles  on  to  the  trite  worn-out  in- 
ftances  of  Aerius  d^nd  CoUuthus,  but  without  fay¬ 
ing  any  thing  worthy  of  detaining  us  very  long. 

As  to  Aerius  i  I  had  faid,  ‘  That  E'Oiphanius 
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was  the  firft  that  found  fault  with  him,  for  his 
opinion  of  the  parity  of  Bifhops  and  iPrelbyters.* 
Upon  this  theDodlor,  that  he  might  mjake  fome 
lliew  of  learning,  cgregioufsiy  trifles.  The  on¬ 
ly  thing  that  needs  a  remark  is,  bis  obferving, 
‘  If  an  intimation  is  intended,  that  Ephiphanius 
was  the  only  perfon  that,  at  confidercd  the 
doftrinc  of  Aeriiis  as  exceptionable,  or  that  the 
parity  of  Bifhops  and  Prefoyters  was  generally 
admitted  in  the  fourth  century,  the  fuggeltion  is 
groundlefs.  The  united  voice  of  antiquity,  and 
even  the  Goncefljons  of  our  mofl:  confiderable  ad- 
verfaries,  prove  the ’-contrary  with  invincible 
evidence.’  This  is  not  the  firft  or  fecond 
time,  that  the  Dodtor  has  difcovcred  his  little 
acquaintance  with  antiquity  ;  though  he  fpeaks 
with  pefitive  afTurance,  as  though  he  was  the  moft 
learned  antiquary.  Epifcopal  writers  of  the 
firft  figure,  fuch  as  Reignolds,  Jewel,  Bridges^ 
Bifhop  of  Oxford,  JB hitaker,  Regius  ProfefTor 
of  divinity  in  the  Univerfiry  oi  Cambridge,  Stil- 
Ibigfeet^  and  others,  would  have  informed  him, 
had  he  not  read  the  original  authors,  that  Je* 
Aujira^  Amhrofe^  bedulius^  Rnmafius^  Chry- 
Ibetphy'adl^  were,  as  to  the  identify  of 
order  upon  the  footing  of  divine  right,  of  the 
lame  opinion  with  nerius^  though  they^  lived 
much  about  the  fame  time  ;  and,  I  may  add, 
fo  were  Clement  oi  Polycarp^  and 

Irenaus,  who  lived  before  him.  It  is  not  there¬ 
fore  in  the  leaft  probable,  that  Aerius  was  con¬ 
demned  CHIEFLY,  as  the  Dodor  fays,  for  his 
opinion  concerning  the  parity  of  Bifhops  and 
Prefbyters.  Plad  this  been .  the  cafe,  moft  of 
his  contemporaries  muft  have  been  condemned 
likewife,  as  they  were  chargeable  with  the  fame 
loonftrous  hcrc/y.  It  is  far  more  reafonablc  to 

,  thinkj 
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think,  that  he  adtcd  in  oppofition  to  the  then 
general  pradice,  exciting,  in  ' confequcnce  of  his 
opinion,  divifions  and  difeord  ;  and  that  this, 
among  other  things,  was  the  true  reafon  of  his 
condemnation.  And  this  indeed  appears  to  be 
the  purporc  of  the  account,  the  Doftor  himfelf 
has  given  us  from  the  only  evidence 

he  has  brought  to  prove,  that  Aerius  was  con¬ 
demned,  not  ‘  meerly  or  only,*  as  I  had  faid, 
bat  CHIEFLY  for  his  opinion  concerning  the 
identity  of  Bifhops  and  Prefbyters. 

As  to  Colly  thus  *,  he  has  added  an  ^  extrad  from 
the  fynodical  epiille  of  the  BiChops  of  E^yp, 
Thebats^  Lyhia,  and  PontapoliSt  and  from  a  joint 
letter  of  the  Clergy  of  the  Province  of  Mareo^ 
tis^  both  preferved  in  the  works  of  Athanafius^ 
But  it  he  had  feen  fit,  as  he  was  defired,  to  con-- 
fult  Blonder^  Apologia,  or  what  is  faid  from  it 
in  the  Irenicum,  he  would  have  found  a  full 
anfwer  to  thefe  excrads.  Kthall  here  lay  before 
his  view  what  is  faid  in  the  Irenicum  as  a  funi- 
many  of  Blondelh  reprefentation.  It  is  in  thefe 
words, Firft,  the  pronouncing  fuch  an  o'rdina* 
tion  null  doth  not  ev.dence,that  they  looked  on  or¬ 
dination  as  belonging,  of  divine  right,  only  to  Bi¬ 
fhops  ;  for  wc  find,  by  many  inftances,  that  ad- 
ing  in  a  bare  contempt  of  ecclefiaftical  canons 
was  fufficient  to  degrade  any  from  being  Pref¬ 
byters.  Secondly,  if  ifehyras  had  been  ordain** 
ed  by  a  Bhhop,  there  were  circuaiftances  enough 
to  induce  the  council  to  pronounce  it  null. 
Firft,  as  done  out  of  the  diocefs,  in  which  cafe 
ordinations  arc  nulled  by  council.  Arel.  c.  13. 
Secondly,  Done  by  open  and  pronounced  fchif- 
matics.  Thirdly,  done  fine  titulo^  and  fo  nulled 
by  the  then  canons.  Thirdly,  CoHythus  did 
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not  adb  as  aPrefbyter  in  ordaining,  bat  as  a  Bn 
fhop  of  the  Meietian  party  in  Cynus,  as  the  Cler¬ 
gy  of  Mareotis  (peaking  of  JJcbyras^  his  ordina¬ 
tion  by  CoUythus  a  Prcfoyter,  making  (hew  of 
being  a  Bifhop  ;  and  is  (uppo;ed  to  have  been 
ordained  a  Bifhop  by  Meietius.^ 

^  I  NOW  come, my  readers,  to  hold  out  to  your 
view,  not  a  ‘  curiosity/  but  a  marvellous 
phenomenon  in  the  ‘  regions  of  coniroverfy*’ 
Tne  Doctor  had  faid,  in  his  appeal,  ‘  No  in- 
ftance  of  an  ordination  by  rneer  Prefbyters  can 
be  found  in  the  church  for  feveral  ages.'  It 
was  offered  in  reply,  ^  We  fliould  rake  it  kindly 
to  have  pointed  cue  to  us  fo  much  as  one  in- 
ftance,  within  the  Jong  period  of  an  hundred 
ana  fircy  years  from  CHRIST,  of  an  ordination 
by  any  Biihop,  in  any  part  of  the  chriftian  world  ; 
meaning  by  a  Bifliop,  an  officer  in  the  church 
iuperior  to  a  Prefoyter.  1  have  lately  been 
looking  over  the  extrads  I  made  twenty  years 
ago  from  the  fathers  of  the  two  first 
CENTURIES,  and  do  not  find  a  single  exam¬ 
ple  of  an  ordination  by  Biihops,  in  the  appro¬ 
priated  fenfe,  within  the  time  before  fpecificd. 
If  cne  Dodtor  would  prefent  us  with  one  [that  is 
from  the  fathers  within  this  time  ]  it 
would  be  to  me  a  great  favour/  What  now  is 
the  Doftor’s  aniwtr  ?Tt  follows  in  thefe  words, 
^  Sehoid,  reader,  a  curiofity.  T  his  very  fame 
challenge  be  made  in  his  Dudlean  led(ure,  (p. 
70  )  to  which  a  formal  and  diredt  anfwer  has 
Deen  given  by  Mr.  Learning.  H^s  words  areas 
follovv  :  I  will  comply  with  his  (Dr.  Chauncy %) 
demand  ;  and  1  hope  he  will  allow  the  autho- 
riry  of  my  author.  I  might  produce  many,  but 
for  brevity’s  fake  (hall  mention  but  one  in- 
flance  ;  and  that  is  the  ordinal. on  of  litus  by 
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St.  Paul  That  ‘Titus  had  an  epifcopal  ordina¬ 
tion  appears  from  the  charge  St.  Paul  gar e  him. 
Tit.  1.  5.  ‘  For  this  caufe  left  I  thee  in  Crete, 

that  thou  fhouldcft  fet  in  order  the  things  that 
are  wanting,  and  ordain  elders  in  every  city,  as 
1  HAD  APPOINTED  THEE.’  St.  Paul  charged 
him  to  ‘  rebuke  with  all  authority  and  again, 

‘  a  man  that  is  an  heretic,  after  the  firft  and  fc- 
cond  admonition,  rejed.’  Here  St.  Paul  com- 
mitts  to  Titus  the  whole  power  of  ordaining  el¬ 
ders  in  Crete,  and  of  governing  them,  and  -all 
the  chriftians  in  that  llland.  This  authority  is 
clearly  expreffed,  and  the  bounds,  in  which  he 
was  toextreife  it,  diftinftly  marked  our.  Thus 
it  appears,  that  this  was  an  epijcopal  ordination 
in  our  fenfe  of  the  matter,  Our  Bifhops  claim 
nothing  but  the  very  fame  power  that  Sc.  Paul 
fave  to  Titus  over  the  llland  of  Crete.’  Hav¬ 
ing  cited  this  paffage  from  Mr.  Learning,  he  goes 
on,  ‘  Is  not  this  a  fair  and  full  anfwer  to  the 
Dodor’s  demand  ?  Ought  he  then  to  be  unfa- 
tisfied,  when  all  that  he  afks  has  been  given 
him?’  Unlefs  the  Do<51:or[  will  allow  me 

tofuppofc,  that  he  poflefles  underftanding  but  in 
a  very  low  degree,  which  I  would  not  chufe  to 
do,  I  muft  hold  myfelf  obliged  to  think,  that 
he  KNEW  that  this  was  neither  a  fair  ox  full  an¬ 
fwer  ;  and  that  I  had  no  reafon  to  be  fatisfied 
with  it,  as  nothing  that  I  alked,  initead  of 
EVERv  thing,  had  been  given  me.  Was  it 
poffible  one  of  common  difeernment  Ihould  not 
perceive  the  grofs  impertinence  of  Mr.  Learn¬ 
ing  in  bringing  to  view  a  pretended  scripture 
inlfance  ot  epifcopal  ordination,  when  the  in- 
ftance  I  defired,  in  as  plain  language  as  I  could 
fpeak,  was  one  from  the  Fathers  of  the  chrif- 
tian  church.  Would  the  Dodtor  have  thought 
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I  had  given  zfair  and  full  anfwer  to  that  affirma¬ 
tion  of  his;  *  There  is  not  an  inftance  of  ordina¬ 
tion  by  Frefbyters  to  be  found  in  the  church 
for  fevcral  ages/  if  I  had  only  faid,  ‘  I  might 
produce  many,  but  for  brevity’s  fake  fliall  men¬ 
tion  but  one  inftance/  and  that  is  the  ordination 
of  "Timothy  by  rhe  laying  on  of  the  hands  of  the 
Prefbytery  ;  producing  only  thofe  arguments 
that  had  been  ufed  an  hundred  times  over  to 
prove,  that  this  was  an  ordination  by  Prefby- 
ters  ?  I  am  cflentially  miftaken  in  the  Dodlor, 
and  that  convened  body  which  firft  put  him  up¬ 
on  writing,  if  they  would  not  have  laughed  at 
the  mention  of  fuch  an  inftance,  in  oppofuion 
to  the  above  affirmation,  and  treated  it  with 
contempt  as  being  altogether  trifling.  He  pro¬ 
ceeds,  ‘  Is  it  not  very  extraordinary,  that  he 
(Dr.  Chauncy)  fliould  fo  roundly  repeat  the  de¬ 
mand  without  the  leaft  notice  of  Mr.  Learning^ 
anfwer  ?’  The  Dodtor  will  not  venture  to  fay, 
he  had  not  read  the  following  words  ef  mine 
concerning  Mr.  Learnings  in  the  letter  prefixed 
to  Mr.  Welles* anfwer  to  him,  ‘  Was  I  inclined 
to  engage  in  the  epifcopal  controverfy,  1  fhould 
chufe  for  my  opponent,  one  that  is  better 
able  to  manage  a  difpiue,  than  he  appears  to  me 
to  be.’  This  is  iufficient  to  account  for  my  re¬ 
petition  of  the  demand,  v/hen  lo  fair  an  occafion 
was  offered  for  it.  The  Doflor  will  doubtlefs 
think  it  fufficienc.  And  as  to  my  doing  this 
^  without  taking  the  leaft*  notice  cf  Mr,  Learn- 
ing*?>  aniwer,’  the  plain  truth  is,  I  did  not  efteem 
it  worthy  of  the  leaft  notice,  or  that  any  one  clfe 
would,  that  had  any  confiderable  degree  of  in- 
tellcftual  difeernment.  Befides,  the  Dofeor 

knows  Mr.  Welles  had  v/roce  an  anfwer  to  Mr. 

<, 

Leaviing',  in  which  he  nullified  this  produced  in- 
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fiance,  and  all  that  was  faid  upon  it  ;  particu¬ 
larly  fignifying  to  him,  and  to  the  Public  that, 
the  example  of  Cipifcopal  ordination  wanted,  and 
defired,  was  to  be  felefted,  not  from  the jerip- 
ture,  but  from  one  or  another  of  the  Fathers 
of  the  two  firft  centuries  :  Notwithftanding 
vThich,  the  Dodfor  has  carefully  avoided  a  com¬ 
pliance  with  my  demand  ;  though  repeatedly 
mdde,'and  fo  particularly  explained  as  not  to  be 
capable  of  being  mifunderftood.  How  then 
could  he,  without  blufhing,  go  on,  and  fay,  ‘  I 
have  fometimes  met  with  perfons  who  would  al¬ 
ledge  the  arguments  of  tthers  that  had  been  an- 
fwered,and  the  objeftions  of  others  that  had  been 
confuted  [fde  is  himfelf  an  eminent  inftance  of 
th  is]  without  taking  notice  of  the  faid  anfwers 
and  confutations  *,  but  Dr.  Chaimcy  is  the  firft 
man  I  have  found  in  any  of  the  regions  of  con-  ’ 
troverfy,  that  could,  without  any  fymptoms  of 
perturbation,  deal  thus  with  ^is  own  arguments 
and  objedlions,  after  they  had  been  formally  an- 
fwe|;ed  and  confuted.’ — One  cannot;  help  think¬ 
ing  that  the  Dodtor  found  himfelf  greatly  puz- 
led,  not  knowing  what  to  fay.  To  give  the 
defired  inftance  was  not  in  his  power — To  de¬ 
clare  that  It  was  not,  would  have  had  an  ill  af- 
pedt  on  the  caufe  he  was  d€fending“To  fay  no¬ 
thing  might  have  leflened  his  reputation  as  the 
feledlcd  epifcopal-champion.  The  beft  method 
therefore  was  to  fay  fomething,  though  it  Qiould 
not  be  to  the  purpofe  ^  but  to  do  It  in  the  ufe  of 
language  that  might  lead  ignorant  readers  to 
imagine,  that  he  had  cfFedtually  done  the  bufinefs. 

If  the  Dodtor  can  give  a  better  account  of  his 
condudt,  let  him  do  it. 

He  now  knows,  if  he  is  capable  of  being 
inade  to  know,  that  what  I  defare  is,  an  inftance 
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O'  EPISCOPAL  ORDINATION,  in  thc  appropria¬ 
ted  (enfe,  from  fome  or  other  of  thc  Fathers 
within  an  hundred  and  fifty  years  fromCHRIST. 
The  demand,  he  owns  ‘  is  fair  and  it  is  modeft 
likewue,  as  one  instance  only  is  required, 
which  he  may  fetch  from  any  part  of  the  then 
chriftian  world.  He  is  either  able-  to  give  an 
inftance,  or  he  is  net.  If  he  is  able,  let  nim  do 
it ;  and  I  will  frankly  acknowledge,  in  the  face 
of  the  world,  that  1  have  been  millakcn  :  If  he 
is  not  able,let  him  as  frankly  and  openly  acknow¬ 
ledge  it,  and  not  divert  hss  readers  with  teliino* 
them  oi  cuTiofities  and  extraordinaries  in  thc  re¬ 
gions  of  controverfy,  which,  have  no  exiflence 
but  as  creatures  of  imagination.  I  Ihall  only 
add,  as  I  am  in  fome  foilicitude  for  him,  left  he 
Ihould  not  be  able,  meerly  of  himfelf,  to  pro- 
ducc  the  defired  inftance,  1  would  advife  him  to 
call  in  the  aid  of  the  learned  convention,  of  which 
he  is  a  member  ;  or  if  they  ftiould  not  be  fuf- 
ficient,  let  him  feck  further  help  from  any  of  the 
epiicopal  Clergy  on  the  American  Continent. 
It  is  really  worth  his  while  to  be  at  fome  pains 
in  this  matter  ;  for  unlefs  he  produces  the  de¬ 
manded  inftance  of  one  episcopal  ordination, 
he  cannot,  with  any  tolerable  face,  in  time  to 
come,  afk  for  an  example  of  ordination  by  Pres¬ 
byters  ;  Nor  may  he  think  he  is  at  all  wrong¬ 
ed,  if  we  give  no  credit  to  his  word,  Ihould  he 
hereafter  fay,  as  he  has  done,  (p.  63)  That  ‘  we 
know,  by  the  beft  hiftorical  evidence,  that  it  has 
been  the  universal  prafticc  of  the  church, 
from  the  time  of  the  Apostles  to  the 

PRESENT  HOUR,  TO  ACKNOWLEDGE  NONE  for 

Bishops,  whowere  not  ordained  by  other 
Bishops/  And  for  his  encouragement  I  now 
publicly  alTurc  him,  that  I  will  receive  as  ge^ 

mine 
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nttine  any  inftance  he  may  be  able  to  bring  from 
the  certainly  jpurious,  or  interpnlated^  epiftles  of 
Ignatius,  the  great  oracle  of  Epifcopalians. 

The  Dodor  now  comes  ro  confider  the  ex¬ 
ample  of  the  Waldenfes^  which  1  had  mentioned 
in  proof  of  ordination  by  Prefbyters.  And  he 
lays  here,  in  direct  oppofition  to  as  known  a  truth 
as  is  contained  in  hiftory,  ^  That  the  Waldenfes 
were  Eoifcopalians  ;  yea,  ^  fuch  high- fivers  that 
they  claimed  an  uninterrupted  fucctffion  in  a 
line  of  bifhops  as  fiiperior  to  Prefbyters/  If  he 
had  affirmed  this  of  the  church  of  Scotland,  it 
wmuld  not  have  been  more  diftant  from  the  truth, 
Noihing  is  more  evident,  than  that,  among  the 
Waldenfes,  long  before  they  had  that  name,  and 
from  the  twelfth  century  when  they  were  thus 
denominated,  ordination  was  performed  by  co¬ 
ordinate  Pallors,  or  Preibyters,  affembled  in  fy^ 
nods  ;  as  may  be  feen  in  the  account  of  the 
Tf^aldenfts  and  dlbigenfes^  pub!i(hed  by  Paul 
Perrin  of  Lyons,  under  the  head  of  difcipline. 
Nay,  that  famous  Epifcopalian,  Dr.  Rtignolds^ 
who  more  chan  equalled  in  learning  either  Mof- 
htira.ox  Dr.  Altx^  peremptorily  affirms,  in  his  let¬ 
ter  to  Sir  Francis  Knolls^  that  the  Waldenfes  were 
of  the  lame  opinion  with  Atrius  as  to  the  identi¬ 
ty  of  the  order  of  Biffiops  and  Prefbyters,  The 
unknown  writer  of  the  anfwer  to  Mr.  Owen,  to 
Vvffiom  the  Dodtor  is  obliged  for  his  account  of 
the  Waldenfes,  indeed  fays,  ^  They  did  affirm^ 
that  they  had  lawful  Biffiops,  and  a  lawful  un¬ 
interrupted  lucceffion  from  the  Apoflles  to  this 
dayd — But  we  all  know  the  equivocal  ufr  of  the 
name  Biffiops  ;  and  that  it  may  as  well  mean 
officers  m  the  church  of  the  fame  order  with 
Preffiyttrs,  as  of  a  fuperior  order.  In  the  latter 
fcnfcj  the  fValdcnJes  never  prsiended  to  have 
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Bijhdps^  or  zfucccjfion  of  them  from  the  Apoflles, 
as  is  evident  from  the  general  llrain  of  ecclcfi- 
aftical  hirtory  ;  in  the  former,  they  might  pdf- 
fibly  affirm  this. '  It  is  moft  probable  this  author, 
or  the  writer  he  quotes  from,  confounded  the 
JValdenfes  with  the  Bohemians  ^  though  it  is  not 
true,  even  .in  this  view,  that  the  Btfhops^  and  fuc- 
cejfwn  fpoken  of,  would  be  pleafing  to  the  Doc¬ 
tor.  For  the  epifcopacy^of  the  Bohemian  church 
v/as  not  fuch  an  one  as  he  is  a  fiickler  for.  Says 
the  learned  Comenitis^  in  his  ratio  difeipiins  fra- 
tram  Bohemorum,  (p.  15,  20.)  ‘  It  is  true,  the 
Bohemians  have. certain  Biffiops,  or  fuperinten- 
dams,  who  are  cbnlpicuous  for  age  and  gifts,  and 
thofen  by  fuffrages  of  all  the  minifter^  for  the 
keeping  of  order,  and  to  fee  that  all  ihe  rtil 
do  their  office.  Four,  or  five,  or  fix  fuch  have 
they,  as  need  requires  ^  and  each  of  thefe  has 
his  diocefs.  tnen  the  dignity  of  thefe,  be- 

,yond  the  other  minifters,  is  not  founded  in  the 
prerogative  of  honours  and'  revenues,  but  in 
that  or  labors  and  cares  beyond  others.  Accor¬ 
ding  to  the  canons  of  the  Apoftles,  a  PrefbytcT 
and  Biiliop  arc  one  and  the  fame  thing  ;  only 
a  Bifliop  among  them  fignifies  an  infpedfor,  or 
fupedntendant  :  And  therefore  theBifhops  of  the 
unity  are  in- equal  honour  among  themfeives,  ex¬ 
cept  that  one  of  them  prefides  for  the  fake  of 
orderd~-Biu  I  muit  not  enlarge  iiere.  1  may 
have  laid  too  much  already. 

The  Dodlor  concludes  this  fcdl ion ‘with  a  few 
feeble  attempts  to  defend  fome  part  of  what  he 
haddaid  upon  the  fubjet:!:  of  confirmation.  Three 
texts  he  brought  to  view,  in  his  appeal,  in  fup- 
port  of  this  rite  of  the  church  of  England.  I 
was  particular  in  caking  notice  of  each  of  them. 
To  the  firfl;  alid  third  of  thefe  texts  he  has  not 
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feenfit,  no  doubt  for  a  very  good  reafon,  to  fay  a 
word'.  In  anlwer  to  the  fecond,  he  complains 
of  being  "  accufed  of  unfairly  quoting  a  text  of 
fcripture  ;  a  crime  (fays  he)  which  1  hold  in  ab¬ 
horrence — I  am  forty  Dr.  Chauncy  could  think 
me  capable  of  committing  fuch  a  flagrant  aft 
of  impiety.^  1  have  carefully  looked  over  what 
he  has  offered  to  exculpate  himfelf  from  the 
crime,  he  fays,  1  had  charged  him  with  ;  and 
fhall  be  glad, if  the  impartiaiPubilc  find  reafon  to 
be  fatisfied,  ^  that  he^  did  not  fopprefs  the  latter 
part  of  a  text,  becaufe  if  he  had  given  the  v/holi 
k  would  have  been  at  once  vifible  to  the  read* 
that  it  would  have  been  nothing  to  his  pur- 
pofe.  I  will  not  fay  a  word  to  weaken  the  effort 
he*  has  made  to  clear  up  his  charafter  in  this 
point  ;  but  willingly  fuffer  it  to  be  feen  in  its 
full  force. 

If  the  reader  fliall  think  it  worth  while  to 
turn  to  the  anfwer  I  was  particular  in  making 
to  the  two  objedions  againft  cenfirmaiion^  the 
Doftor  endeavoured,  in  his  appeal,  to  remove 
our  of  the  way,  he  may,  perhaps,  be  let  into  the 
tf’ue  reafon  why  he  palled  over  what  was  there 
offered  in  total  filence. 

•  I  CONCLUDED  what  I  bad  to  fay,  on  the  rite 
of  cenfirmation^'^vM  an  excraft  from  the  dlffeiiting 
.  Gentleman  againft  Mr.  White,  The  Doftor 
has  thought  ic  fufRcient  to  give  us,  in  anlwer, 
the  reply  of  Mr.  White,  And  I  fliall  think  it  fut*= 
fieient,  in  return,  only  to  beg  the  reader  to  com¬ 
pare  this  reply  of  Mr.  White^  with  my  extraft 
from  the  diffenting  Gentleman  •,  and  if  he  cari 
bring  himlelf  to  think  it  wor  thy  of  the  name  of 
a  reply,  let  him  repair  to  what  this  fame  diffent- 
ing  Gentleman  has  laid  in  anfwer  to  it,  in  his 
.filth  feftion  j  more  efpecially  that  part  of  it: 

whicb 
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^hich  is  contained  in  j3.  <7^9  *73*  He  will  theji 
peed  nothing  iurther  to  convince  him,  unleft  he 
is  in  a  dilpoficion  not  to  believe  that  the  fun 
fhineSjthough  he  beholds  it  in  its  meridian  luftre. 

It  only  remains  here  to  affurc  the  Doitor* 
in  acknpwledgmert  for  his  advice,  that  I  have  not 
the  opinion  of  Mr.  White  that  he  has ;  e(teem» 
inghirp  no  more  than  a  child  in  comparifon  with 
Mx.^^owgGod  And  this,  1  believe,  is  the  real 
iv,ritimen£  of  all,  in  the  impartial  world,  who  have 
had  opportunity  to  read  their  performances.  As 
toOr  Gtcy^  he  .was  u  idoubt^dly  an  inferior  man 
in  all  reipedts,  to  Mr.  PiereJ ,  and  parriculaf^ 
appears  to  be  fo  in  his  concroverfy  with  him. 
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Reply  to  Dr.  -Chandlers 
Third,  Fourth,  Fifth,  Sixth 
and  Seventh  Sedlions. 
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These  sea  ions,  in  the  appeal,  were  prin¬ 
cipally  contrived  to  give  opportunity  for 
a  declamatory  application  to  the  paffions  ^  and 
they  were  abundantly  employed  to  this  purpofe. 
Nothing  that  could  be  thought  of,  or  hyperbo- 
licaJ’y  expreffed,  was  wanting  in  order  to  im- 
prefs  the  reader’s  mind  with  a  deep  fenfe  of  than 
wretched,  deplorable,  oppreffed,  perfecuted,  pc- 
rifhing  condition,  the  poor  church  of  England 
ih  America  was  unhappily  reduced  to,  through 
the  want  of  Bifhops  in  this  part  of  the  world* 
Thefe  topics  of  harangue,  enlarged  on  in  the  ap¬ 
peal,  were  pardcularly  replyed  to  in  the  anfwer 
to  it.  ^  The  Doctor  has  faid  little  ihat  is  new  or 
material  in  ‘  the  defence’  he  has  made.  It  would 
therefore  be  a  needlefs  iryal  of  the  reader’s  pa¬ 
tience  to  detain  him  here  :  However,  he  will,  I 
truft,  bear  with  me  while  I  take  fome  brief  no¬ 
tice  of  a  few  things,  wherein  he  has  grofsly  fail¬ 
ed  in  his  reafoning,  or  that  fairneis  v/ith  which 
he  (houlJ  have  reprefented  fafts. 

I  HAD  feen  fit  to  make  two  previous  remarks.’ 
The  firil  occafioned  by  his  hayingj  ‘  none  but 
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Bifhops  hsve  a  right  to  govern  the  church,  was 
to  this  purpole,  ‘  Thai  it  was  difficult,  or  rather 
impoffible,co  conceive  how  it  fhould  be  believed, 
that  none  out  Buhops  have  a  right  to  govern 
the  church,  while  it  is  believed,  at  the  fame  time^ 
that  the  King  is  tne  lupreme  Governor  of  it, 
according  to  ihe  article  ,  the  Dodtor]  referred 
to,  which  c  eclart's  'hat  he  hath  the  chief  pow¬ 
er,  the  CHIEF  government  in  all  ecclefiafti- 
cal  caufes,’— The  only  reply  is,  ‘  This  matter 
has  already  been  placed  in  fo  full  ,and  clear  a 
light,  that  to  enlarge  upon  it  w'ould  be  paying 
but  an  ill  i^ompl.meiit  to  the  reader’s  under- 
flanaing.  1  may  rather  with  exaft  truth  fay, 
jt  would  be  an  ariront  to  his  underflanding  to 
fuppofe,  that  he  could  imagine  what  had  been 
faid,  in  p.  50  and  a  few  pages  onwards,  relative 
to  the  King’s  fuprcmacy,  fnould  have  the  lead 
tendency  to  remove  away  this  difficulty,  which 
can  be  no  otherwife  done,  than  by  mr,king  both 
parts  of  a  moft  apparent  cootradiclion  true.  It 
may  be  worthy  of  the  reader’s  notice  here,  I  had 
faid,  from  the  feveral  afts  of  Parliament,  relative 
to  the  King’s  fupremacy,  that  he  is  vefied  with 
ALL  POWER  to  exercife  all  manner  of  cccle- 
fiafticai  jurifdidfio.n,  and  that  Arch  Bifhops,  Bi- 
ffiops,  and  ail  other  ecclerjaftical  perfons,  have 
NO  MANNER  of  jurifdiftion' ecclefiall’ca!  but  by 
AND  under  the  King’s  Majesty,  who  hath 
full  power  and  authority  to  hear  and  determine 

all  iMANNER  OF  CAUSES  ECCLESIASTICAL.  TO 

this  the  Do6for  has  not  thought  fit  to  fay  a 
word.  I  had  alfo  been  particular  in  obfervin.?, 
‘  That  whatever  authority  the  Clergy  of  the 
church  of  England,  wheiher  fupenor  or  inferior, 
are  veiled  with, it  is,  in  all  its  branches, reflrained, 
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which  they  have  no  authority  :  Infomuch,  that 
all  the  Clergy  of  the  Kingdom,  wdth  the  Bifhops 
at  their  head,  have  no  conltitutional  right  to 
make  the  lead  deviation.’  To  all  this,  and 
much  more  of  the  like  import,  the  Dodlor  has 
made  no  other  aniwer,  than  by  referring  us  to 
W'hat  he  had  laid  in  fonie  prcceeding  pages  con¬ 
cerning  the  King^s  fupremacy,  which  is  faying 
nothing,  becaule  nothing  is  there  attempted  to 
be  laid  in  reply  to  thefc  difficulties.  It  will,  I 
am  apt  to  think,  be  at  once  obvious  to  the  rea¬ 
der,  why  he  did  not  chufe  to  point  out  to  us,  how 
NONE  BUT  Bishops  have  a  right  to  govern  the 
church,  when  they  are  fo  far  from  being  her 
ONLY  Governors,  that  they  are  nothing  more 
^than  SUBORDINATE  rulers,  and  can  do  nothing 
in  the  church  but  according  to  the  authori¬ 
tative  PRESCRIPTIONS  of  the  King  and  his 
Parliament, 

The  other  remark,  as  the  Do6for  has  repre- 
fenced  it,  ^  relates  to  the  difference  betwixt  the 
complaint  as  made  at  the  head  of  this  feftion,  and 
its  appearance  in  the  explanation  that  follows.’ 
The  reader  here  meets  with  a  notable  inftance 
ot  his  critical  juftice,  and  candid  fairnefs,  in  fo 
quoting  my  words  as  to  find  occafion  to  remark 
upon  them.  For  I  had,  in  exprefs  terms,  ma 
the  difference  between  the  complaint,  and  its 
after -vindication,  to  confift,  not  meeriy,  or  only, 
in  what  was  faid  ‘  at  the  head  of  this  fedlion  : 

but  IN  THAT  PARAGRAPH,  SOME  WORDS  OF 

WHICH  [namely  -thefc,  none  but  Bijhops  have  a 
right  to  govern  the  church]  we  have  been 
CONSIDERING,  This  cffential  part  of  the  re¬ 
marked  difference  the  Do<5lor  has  been  pleafed 
intirely  to  leave  out  in  quoting  my  words  ;  and 
unlefs  he  had  been  thus  unfair,  there  would 
•  ‘  have 
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have  been  no  propriety  or  pertinency  in  the  re¬ 
ply  he  has  made  to  them  :  It  is  wholly  ground¬ 
ed  on  his  unaccountably  leaving  that  out;  which 
he  ought  to  have  put  in.  He  owns  indeed,  that 
he  had  faid,  (ap  p.  27)  ^  The  /imerican  chur¬ 
ches,  while  without  Bifhops,  mu(t  be  without 
.government  upon  which  he  fays,  ‘  If  he  {Dr. 
Cbauncy]  had  this  general  expreffion  in  his  view* 
he  did  wrong  in  faying  it  was  at  the  head  of  the 
leClion.*  He  is  here  chargeable  with  inexcufablc 
inattention,  not  to  fay  any  thing  worfe.  How 
otherwile  could  he  have  made  the  foppofition, 
*  if  he  had  this  general  expreffion  in  view,  ? 
when, in  pointing  out  the  difference  between  the 
complaint,  and  its  vindication,  it  was  ,in  the  moft 
pla’n  language,  diredlly  held  out  to  view  ?  Plis 
infinuating,  that  ^  I  did  wrong  in  faying  it  was 
the  head  of  the  fedtionp*  could  be  intended 
only  to  make  way  for  the  fingularly  beautiful 
piece  of  wit  that  follows,  ‘  Few  of  his  readers, 
I  belirve,  wcuhd  e^cT  chink  of  looking  for  the 
head  C'f  a  thing  in  rhe  r,2iddle  of  it.’  One  would 
naturally  luppofe,  from  fo  Itriking  a  flight  of 
iancy,  that  ^  this  general  expreffion*  was  to  be 
fouiKl  in  the  vaiddic  of  the  fedfion  ;  wffiereas,  it 
■  o  [he  very  thing,  after  tvhat  is  briefly  laid 
by  way  of  introduttion,  that  we  meet  with,  Ic 
is  not  eafy  to  conceive,  how  the  Dcdlor  came 
to  call  the  Lead  cf  a  thing  its  raiddle  ;  and  upon 
a  mtireprefentation  too,  whi>h  any  common 
reader  migitc  redlify  upon  ocular  inlpedion. 

Hk  goes  on  to  lay,  with  reference  to  this  ge- 
stsral  propofuion,  without  Bifhops  the  church 
or  Enalarid  in  America  muft  be  without  go- 
vernmenl,  I  took  notice, that  it  is  to  be  under- 
ftood  in  a  C|Ua!ified  fenle  :  But  iurely  there  can 
be  no  inconfiltcncy  in  ^this.  ic  is  very  common, 
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and  agreeable  to  ftrlfl  method,  firft  to  lay  down 
a  general  propofition,  and  then  to  mark  out  the 
exceptions  and  limicanons  with  which  it  is  to  be 
undci flood.’  It  is  neither  common,  nor  cun- 
fiftcnt  with  Arid:  method  or  good  fenfe,  m  limit 
a  propoficion  that  is  not  capable  of  limi  ation. 
The  Doctor’s  propofition  is  ot  ’his  kind.  Can 
there  be  government  with  ocep'ions  and  limi¬ 
tations,' when  all  right  to  exerciie  government 
is  denied,  and  for  want  of  this  right  there  is 
wre  tchednefs  and  m  lery  ?  I  he  c<  mplaint  there¬ 
fore  fhould  not  have  been  in  abioluie  terms,  when 
a  limited  mitigated  meaning  only  was  irtended. 
This  is  wha*^  1.  aimed  to  fliow  in  my  remarkj 
and  principally  with  a  view  to  give  j  aiiicular 
diftind  notice  to  the  reader,  that  it  was  in  a 
^  qualified  limited  fenfe  only,’  that  I  was  called 
to  confider  this  complaint.  It  was  accordingly 
in  this  qualified  Icnfe  that  I  did  confider  it  up¬ 
on  the  head  of  ordination  as  well  2%  government ^ 
and  in  perfect  contormity  to  the  (cnie  in  wbicbi 
the  Doctor  himlclt  endeavoured  to  vindicate  his 
own  complaint.  If  tl  e  reader  will  only  carry 
this  in  his  mind,  when  he  reads  what  he 
has  faid  (p  10 1,  102)  he  will  at  once  peiceive,, 
that  the  whole  of.it  is  a  meer  vain  fhew,  altoge¬ 
ther  unwerthy  of  any  one  who  pictends  to 
reafon  fairly.  We  (hall  examine  what  is  here 

offered. 

Says  he,  ‘  As  to  ordination,  the  general  pro- 
pofuion  is  true  wiihout  any  exception.  '  For 
without  Bifhops,  upon  the  ^principles  of  the 
church  of  Engla -d.  there  cannot  be  ordinati¬ 
on  in  a  Angle  inftance.’  And  what  then  ? 
Whoever  faid  there  could  be  an  inflance  of  epii- 

copal  ordination  without  a  Bi&op  ?  He  is  here 

U  beating 
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beating  the  air,  having  no  one  living  to  contend 
'with.  He  goes  -on,  ‘  The  Dodtor  \Chauncy\ 
diftinguiflies  ;  no  orninaiion^  and  ordination  with 
'inconvenience  and  charge^  are  quite  different  things! 
Who  in  his  fenfes  ever  thought,  or  faid  other- 
•wiic  ?  Inftcad  of  ‘  laboring  under  a  great  con- 
fufion  of  ideas,’  my  anragonift  muft  have  no  ideas 
but  what  are  different  from  the  ideas  of  all  other 
perfons,  if  he  can  difpute  this.  B^ut,  fays  he, 
*  The  portion  which  he  conitroverts  is  this,  that 
there  can  be  no  ordination  in' America,  without 
Bifhsps  in  America.’  It  he  here  means,  that  I 
-difpute  v/hether  epifcopal  ordination  can  be 
, obtained  by  Americans,  unlefs  there  are  Bi- 
lliops  in  America  ;  it  is  neither  true,  nor  con» 
fiftent  with  his  ov/n  vindication  of  his  own  com¬ 
plaint  ;  or  with  my  anlwcr  to  it.  If  the  mean¬ 
ing  is,  that  1  controvert  this  pofnion,  that  no 
•ordination  can  be  performed  by  Biihops  in  /Ime^ 
rica^  unlefs  there  are  Bifliops  here,  he  is  chal¬ 
lenged  to  point  out  the  place  in  which  I  difpute 
this,  or  was  called  upon  by  him  to  do  fo  :  If 
he  cannot,  he  mufl  be  looked  upon  as  ridi-* 
culing  himielf,  by  endeavouring  to  bring  me  in 
.difputing  as  feif  evident  a  truth,  as  that  two  and 
two  make  four.  He  goes  on,  '  In  oppofition 
to  which  [the  pofition,  there  can  be  no  ordina¬ 
tion  in  America  without  Bifcops  in  America]  he 
argues,  that  v/e  may  have  ordinations  in  America 
with  incon'^enience  and  charge.  But  how  can  we, 
witnout  Biihops,  have  ordination  in  America  ? 
Why,  fays  my  very  logical  opponent,  by  having 
them  inEngland.’  The  Doftor  is  here  iilogical- 
]y  infen  fible, char  he  is  fneering  at  himfelf.  For  ic 
was  HE  that  fpake  of  inconvenience^  danger^  and 
charge^xn  having  ordinations  in  merica  by  having 
them  inEngland.  For  rhefe  arc  the  confiderations, 
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and  the  onljr  ones,  in  the  virtue  of  which  he 
endeavours  to  fupport  hi*  complaint  upon  the 
head  of  ©rdination.  If  therefore  there  is  any 
thing  ridiculous  in  faying,  ‘  We  may  have  or¬ 
dinations  in  America  by  having  them  in  En¬ 
gland/  he  only  muft  bear  the  ridicule  ;  for  he 
is  the  only  perfon  that  made  this  a  matter  of 
complaint  ;  and  he  is  more  clamarous  upon  this 
•fuppofed  grievance  than  any  other. 

As  he  never  once  complained,  that  cpifcopal 
•ordination  could  not  be  obtained  ;  but  ground¬ 
ed  his  complaint  solely  upon  the  inconveni- 
ence,  danger,  and  expmee  of  being  obliged  to  go 
to  England  for  ir,  there  being  no  Biihop  in 
America,  this  only  I  was  called  to  confider,  and 
"this  only  I  did  confider.  The  illuftration  there¬ 
fore  he  has  given  us  from  &  printing  prefixoRollani 
or  Pruffia,  can  ferve  no  purpofe  unlefs  to  fhow, 
•that  he  did  not  underftand  his  own  argument. 

I  SHALL  not  think  it  improper  to  add  here,' 
notwithftanding  the  Dodtor,  and  a  few  others 
have  rr.adc  a  mighty  noife  about  ‘  having  ordi¬ 
nations  in  America  by  having  them  in  England/ 
and  at  a  vaft  cxpence,  and  the  hazard  of  life, 
there  being  no  other  way  in  which  holy  orders 
can  be  epifeopaliy,  conferred  on  this  fide  the 
Atlantic  ;  I  fay,  notwithftanding  this  mighty 
outcry,  there  are  at  Icaft  two  Bifhops  now  refi- 
ding  in  the  Britifli  America,  one  in  the  north, 
the  other  in  the  iouth  part  of  it,  from  either  of 
which  it  is  reafonable  to  think,  the  epifcopal  of- 
mighc  be  conveyed,  wi‘h  inconceftible  vali¬ 
dity,  to  an  epiicopal  .Prefbyter ;  which  would 
at  once,  put  an  end  to  all  further  complaint  o 
expence  and  hazard  in  *  going  to  England  to 
have  ordination  in  America/ 

The  Dodtor  will  not  efteem  it  an  objeflion  of 
any  weight  againft  deriving  the  epifcopal  office 
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from  the  Canadian  Bifhop,  becaufc  he  5s  a  po¬ 
pish  one.  For  he  has  exprefsly  affured  os, 
(p.  70)  ‘  That  he  knows  of  no  reafon  why  dr¬ 
ivers  derived  trom  the  Papists  fhould,  on  that 
aC' ounr,  be  invalid,  any  more  than  arguments 
derived  from  ihcm‘  (hould  be  lo  ’  And  he  knows 
alio,  for  he  has  declared  it,  "  1  hat  the  church 
Rome,  though  an  old  harlot,  even  in  the 
opinion  oi  the  church  of  England,  may  yet  oring 
forth  children,  harlot  as  die  is,  as  wdl  as  an  ho¬ 
ne  It  and  virtuous  matron,  and  fometime*-  chil« 
dien  better  than  their  parent.’  As  a  popish  Bi- 
fliop  IS,  by  an  extraurdinary  a£l  of  Bririfh  fa¬ 
vor,  permuted  to  refide,  and  exert  his  official 
power,  in  Canada,  now  in  fubjcdlion  toEngland  i 
h  cannot  eafily  be  fuppofed,  that  ht  would  be 
fo  ungrateful  as  to  refufe  to  comply  wuh  fo  rca- 
fonabie  a  requeft  as  this  of  yeiting  an  Ame¬ 
rican  Prtfbyter  wuh  the  epifcopal  order.  '  Or 
if  he  fhould  ungeneroufly  retufe  to  do  this,there 
is  no  good  realon  to  think,  but  iha  the  foir- 
thern  Bifhop  would  willingly  perform  lo  chiif- 
tian  ^  o€cd  of  kind  nets.  It  is  true,  he  is  a  Bi- 
'ftiop  according  to  the  Moravian  moae  ;  tut  he 
is  aotwithft inding  veited  with  epifcopal  pow- 
ers,  as  hanced  to  him  in  a  diredt  line  from  the 


Apollles.  k  IS  true  iikewif',  he  can  convey  no 
human  dignuy,  temporahry,  or  worldly  appen¬ 
dage  ;  but  this  can  be  no  difficulty,  as  purely 
SPIRITUAL  powt. r  are  the  only  *  ncs  that  arc 
wan  cd,  or  lo  much  as  defirtd  ;  r  tlule  he 
can  communicate  as  well -as  bifhop  in  En¬ 
gland  It  may  reafonably,  and  will  be  iirong- 
]y  f  me  thing  more  than  tiu.t  whicli 

is  purely  spiritual  is  har.kered  after,  A  the 
poor  church  f  England  in  the  Co’oiFs,  iuf- 
ftied  .0  continue  m  a  ^  iamencabiy  diurefled 
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perilling  condition’  for  want  of  a  BIQiop,  when 
Ihe  may  have  one,  without  any  hazard  of  life, 
and  at  a  fmall  expence  of  pocket,  by  only  re¬ 
pairing  to  an  American  Bidiop.  Surely,  the 
cry  of  diftrefs  and  mifery,  for  want  of  a  pure¬ 
ly  SPIRITUAL  Bilhop  will  be  difregarded,  as  it 
ought  to  be,  until  it  is  made  evident,  that  due 
application  has  been  made  to  one  or  other  of 
the  continental  Biftiops,  and  that  they  have  re- 
fufed  to  confecrate  a  Bifhop  tor  the  Colonies, 
or  to  ordain  Candidates  for  holy  orders.  If  the 
epifcopalClergy  had  been  as  zealous  in  their  appli¬ 
cations  to  the  Bifhops  in  America,  as  they  have 
been  elfewhere,  they  might,  without  all  doubt, 
have  had  one  from  among  themfelves  veiled 
with  the  epifcopal  powers  of  oidination  and  go¬ 
vernment  long  befofe  now. 

The  Doctor,  in  his  ‘  appeal,  p.  34,  had  com¬ 
plained  of  the  expense  of  a  voyage  to  England 
for  ordination  ;  fo  which  the  reply  was  made 
that  is  contained  in  p.  82  of  the  ‘  appeal  an- 
fwered.’  This  reply,  however  candid  and  juft, 
gave  occaflon  to  my  being  very  feurriioufly 
tfca:ed  in  one  of  the  N  ew-York  periodical  pa-' 
pers  :  And  Dr.  Chandhr  himlelf,  in  his  ‘  ap¬ 
peal  defended,’  has  remarked  upon  it  in  a  man¬ 
ner  much  below  the  gentleman,^  not  to  fay  the 
chriftian  divine.  The  reader  will  bear  with 
me,  while  I  fee  this  matter  in  a  clear  and  full, 
point  of  light. 

It  was  faid,  in  the  ‘  appeal,’  p.  34,  3^,  in 
order  to  reprefent  the  difadvantage  of  being 
obliged  to  go  to  England  for  orders,  ‘  Thac 
the  expence  of  this  voyage  cannot  be  reckoned 
at  lefs,  upon  an'  average,  than  one  hundred 
pounds  fterling  to  each  perfon.  To  men  of 
fortune  this  is  an  iaconfiderable  fum  3,  but  men 
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of  fortune  muft  not  beexpeflel  to  dtvote  them- 
fdvcs  to  the  lervice  of  the  church  in  America 
when  the  profped:  is  lb  cii'cauraemg,  and  fo 
many  ciilagreeable  circumftances  are  kimwn  to 
attend  it.  The  cxpence  mult  tricrrlo  e  gene- 
rally  fall  upon  luch,  as  having  already  expend¬ 
ed  the  greateft  pare  of  their  pittance  in  their 
education,  will  find  it  extremely  hard  lo  raife  a 
Inm  fufficient  for  the  purpolc  ^  Thefc  arc  the 
Doctor  s  words,  and  the  whole  of  them.  In 
reply  hereto  it  was  faid,  ^  appeal  anfwered,  p, 
82,  ‘  Anoih,  r  reafon  [mat  is,  of  the  difadvan- 
tage  attending  the  affair  of  ordination]  is,  the 
expence  of  the  voyage,  which  cannor  :be  reck¬ 
oned  at  ief.,  upon  an  average,  than  one  hundred 
pounds  fttrling  to  each  perlon.’  And  this  is 
aggravated  by  the  confideration  ‘that  the  ex¬ 
pence  muft  generally  fall  upon  fuch,  as,  hav- 
ir«g  already  expended  the  greareit  part  of  their 
pittance  in  heir  education,  wdl  find  it  extreme¬ 
ly  hard  to  raite  a  fufficient  fum  for  the  purpofe.* 

1  candidly  luppofe  the  Do6tor  had  never  feen, 
or,  if  he  had,  did  not  remember,  at  the  time  of 
writing,  the  account  of  the  Society,  publiflied  in 

2  706,  in  which  they  fay,  (p.  74)  ‘  All  young 
ftudents  in  thofe  pares  (meaning  the  Colonies^ 
who  defire  epifcopal  ordination,  are  invited  into 
England  ;  and  their  expences  in  coming  and 
returning  are  to  be  defrayed  by  the  Society.* 
According  to  this  invitation  there  is  no  hardfhip^ 

to  the  article  of  ‘  expence’  that  can  be  com¬ 
plained  of,  uniefs  abfurdly,  but  by  the  Society 
tkemfelves  ;  and  they  can  have  no  juft  rea- 
fbn  for  complaint,  as  the  money  they  expend  in 
this  way  is  as  properly  beftowed,  as  in  the  fup- 
port  of  the  miffionar.es  themfelves.*  This,  ver- 
hmm,  is  what  I  laid,  and  all  that  1  faid.  Who 

could 
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Could  have  imagined,  that  what  is  here  offer¬ 
ed,  in  fo  candid  a  manner,  without  lb  much  as 
an  harfh  or  provoking  word,  (hould  have  been 
made  an  handle  tor  the  bafe  and  .injurioii.^  re- 
flcdlions  thar  have  been  caft  upon  me  ! — Bur  Jen 
us  hear  what  the  Doflor  has  faid,  in  his  ^  ap¬ 
peal  defended/  Having  owned,  (p  124,) 

‘  That  I  very  candidly  luppofed  he  had  never 
fecn,  or,  if  he  had,  did  not  remember,  at  the  time 
of  writing,  the  account  of  the  Society,  publifhed 
in  1706  ; — he  goes  on  ro  argue,  ‘  The  com¬ 
plaint  made  in  the  ‘  appeal’  is,  that  the  voyage 
is  cxpsnjivc  ;  the  anfwer  by  Dr.  Chciuticy  is  ma- 
nifeftly  contrived  to  excite  the  idea,  that  it  is  not 
expenfive.  It  is  really  unaccountable  he  fhould 
be  able  to  move  his  pen  to  write  thus,  whf  n  he 
could  not  but  know,  if  in  feeing  he  would  lee, 
that  my  anfwer,  in  the  whole  of  it,  was  ground¬ 
ed  upon  the  fuppofition  that  the  voyage 
was  attended  with  expence  ;  nor  is  there  a 
'word  in  it,  from  whence  it  can  be  inferred, 
that  I  did  not  think  this  to  be  a  certain 
truth.  He  proceeds,  ‘  The  complaint  fays,, 
the  expence,  upon  an  average,  is  an  hundred 
•pounds  fterling  to  each  perfon ;  the  anfwer  leads 
the  reader  to  believe,  that  it  is  nor  a  farthing/  ' 
He  fhpuld  rather  have  faid,  it  leads  the  reader 
to  believe,  that  it  would  not  be  a  farthing,  if 
the  Society  defrayed  the  charge  conformably 
to  the  promife  they  publifhed  for  the  encourage¬ 
ment  of  Colony-ltudents  to  go  to  England  for 
orders.  And,  as  they  have  never  revoked  this 
promife  that  we  non-epTcopaLans  know  of, 
(for  fuch  revokation  is  no  where  contained,  thac 
wc  can  find,  in  the  publifhed  accounts  of  their 
proceedings)  we  ought,  in  honor  to  them,  to 
Tuppofe,  tnac  they,  and  not  the  ftudents  they 

'  have 


REPLY  TO  THE> 


95  REPLY  TO  THE> 

% 

have  invited  into  England,  are  at  the  expenc<8 
of  the  voyage,  unlefs  it  is  othcrwife  defrayed. 
He  fays  yet  further,  ‘  But  this  is  not  the  word 
of  it  ;  the  a  ifwer  appears  to  me  to  be  artfully 
calculated  to  lead  the  reader  alfo  to  believe 
lomething  further— namely,  that  concerning  a 
plain  matter  of  faft,  with  regard  to  which  it  is 
impofTible  any  Miffionary  can  be  miftaken,  I 
publifhed  to  the  world  an  abfolute,  wilful  fal- 
fhood  ;  a  falfhoad,  which  was  known  to  be 
.  fuch,  not  only  by  every  Miflionary  on  the  Con¬ 
tinent,  but  by  every  member  of  the  Society 
both  here  and  at  home, '  and  by  every  Bilhop 
in  the  Kingdom.  So  that  1  fear  the  Dodlor 
really  intended  to  lead  his  readers  to  believe  me 
to  have  been  in  this  matter,  both  a  notorious 
liar,  and  abominably  ftupid.  I  have  freely 
mentioned  what  1  ftrongly  fulpeft,  and  what  I 
know  to  be  fufpefled  by  many  others.  If  he 
can  exculpate  himfelf,  I  think  it  greatly  con¬ 
cerns  him  to  do  it  :  Or  if  any  of  his  friends  can 
clear  him,  it  is  in  their  power  to  do  him  a  rnoft 
cflTential  fervice.  '  Nothing  lefs,  in  my  opinion, 
can  cxcuie  him  to  the  world,  and  to  his  own 
confcience,  than  proper  evidenv  e  th^^  he  him¬ 
felf  believes,  and  has  reafon  for  believing,  that 
I  have  aftually  been  guilty  of  fuch  bafe  and 
ablurd  conduft,  as  his  inhnuations  mahifeftly 
imply  * — It  mull,  I  fhould  think,  appear  to  the 
reader,  that  the  Doftor,  inftead  of  being  ‘very 
candid,’  has  difeovered  a  total  want  of  candor  m 
what  he  has  here  faid.  He  exprefsly  declares, 
*That  I  had  very  candidly  fuppored,he  had  not  feen, 
or  did  not  remember,  the  Society  s  engagemenc 
in  1  /06  ;  and  yet,  in  direft  coniradidion  to 
this  acknowledged  candor,  he  would  lea  t  e 

reader  to  think,  that  ic  was  my  intention  to 
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Tcprcfcnt  him  as  an  abominably  ftupid  liar.  Ic 
was  in  truth  my  real  defign,  explicitly  as  well 
as  candidly  fignificd,  to  guard  him  againlt  en¬ 
tertaining  any  fuch  thought.  What  other 
imaginable  end  could  I  have  had  in  view  ?  I 
ftiould  have  adlcd  the  pare,  not  of  an  ‘  art¬ 
ful  calculator/  but  of  a  weak  filly  perfon, 
to  have  made  the  fuppofition,  the  Doftor 
himfclf  calls  a  *  very  candid  one/  if  ic  had 
been  my  intention  to  make  the  reader  believe 
he  was  ‘  a  notorious  liar/  as  having  publifiitd  a 
known  wilful  falfhood.  What  fliould  lead  him 
*  ftrongly  to  fufpeCl’  this  was  my  defign,  1  am 
not  able  to  conjcdlure,  unlefs  he  felt  within 
himfelf  a  confeioufners  of  guilt  in  this  matter  5 
which  might  be  the  cafe.  For  though  I  neither 
faid,  nor  intended  to  fay  It  before,  I  fay  it  now  in 
plain  words,  that  he  did  not  declare  the  truth, how¬ 
ever  ‘  impoffible  k  was  that  anyMiffionary  ftiould 
miftake  in  fo  plain  a  matter  of  faft/  if  he  intend«» 
cd  to  make  his  readers  believe,  agreeably  to  the 
evident  import  of  his  words,  ‘  That  the  expcncc 
of  the  voyage  to  England  for  orders,  was,  to 
each  perfon,*  out  of  his  own  pocket,  without 
exception,  ^one  hundred  pounds  fteriing.*  I  am 
fure  he  did  not  know  this  to  be  true,  becaufe  I 
know  it  to  be  faife  :  Nor  does  any  Miflionary 
on  the  Continent  know  it  to  be  true,  becaufc 
the  confciences  of  fome  of  them  will  tell  them 
to  their  faces,  that  pious  donations  have  wholly^ 
or  in  great  part,  defrayed  the  expcncc  of  their 
going  home  for  holy  orders.  It  is  indeed  com¬ 
mon  in  thefe  parts,  however  it  may  be  where 
ihc  Dodtor  rcfides,  for  candidates  to  be  miicli 
aflifted  in  their  voyage  2  1  believe  there  are 
thofe,  who  have  croffed  the  Atlantic  for  ordi- 
nation;^  wkl^ut  being  at  any  ®pxcnce  of  their 

N  owa 


X 


"9l  REPLY  TO  T  HE 

own.  It  does  not  therefore  belong  to  me,  but 
to  the  Dodor,  to  ^  exculpate  himfelf.^  or  to  get 
fbrne  friend  to  do  it  for  him  :  Nor  otherwife 
can  he  ‘  cxeufe  himfelf  to  the  world,  or  his 
own  confcicnce/  for  what  he  has  here  publifh- 
cd  that  is  not  agreeable  to  truth.  How  far  he 
might  do  this  ‘  wilfully/  or  ‘  (lupidly*  or  ‘  no- 
torioufly/  or  ‘  abominably,^  is  beft  known  to 
bimfelf ;  though  I  am  fo  candid  as  to  think, 
that  he  did  it  rather  through  want  of  due  con- 
fideration,  which  is  a  fault  he  is  too  apt  to  be 
betrayed  into. 

He  has  been  pleafed,  in  a  note,  at  the  bottom 
of  p.  125,  to  inlerr  the  following  words,  ‘  The 
author  of  a  fi^itieus  letter  from  a  member  of  the 
Society^  which  has  been  publiflied  in  one  of  the 
New-York  papers  has  endeavoured  to  vindicate 
Dodor  Chauncy!  from  the  charges  of  falfhood 
and  infincerity,  which  had  been  brought  againfl: 
him  [in  another  of  thefe  papers]  on  account  of 
his  condud  in  this  affair.  Bur,  unlefs  he  ffiouM 
have  the  good  luck  to  meet  with  an  abler  and 
fairer  advocate,  his  reputation  mu  ft  fuffer, 
wherever  the  cafe  fliail  be  knov/n.’  I  cannot 
help  faying  here,  I  did  not  think  Dr.  Chandler 
was  fo  little  of  a  Gentleman  as  to  infinuate  to 
to  the  Public,  from  the  Tcurrilous  writer  in 
Gaineses  Gazette,  that  1  was  ‘  chargeable  with 
falffiood  in  this  affair/  and  to  declare  '  my 
reputation  muft  fuffer,  unlefs  I  met  with  an 
abler  and  fairer  advocate,  than  that  member  of 
the  fociecy,^  who  wrote  in  my  vindication/  He 
knew,  as  he  had  eyes  to  fee,  that  this  charge 
of  falffiood  brought  againft  me  was  grounded 
upon  Vifalfe  reprefentation  of  what  I  had  faid — • 
He  knew  alfo,  that  neither  that  writer,  or  any 
other;,  to  this  <ky,  has  fo  much  as  attempted  ta 

return 


V 


^APPEAL  DEFENDED/ 


return  an  anfwcr  to  \^at  was  offered  by  my  ad-' 
vocate  to  juftify  me  againft  this  charge— And 
he  knew  further,  that,  as  ‘  good  luck*  would 
have  it,  ‘  fo  able  and  fair  an  advocate/  as  Dr. 
Chandler  himlelf,  has  appeared  in  my  vindica¬ 
tion  :  For  he  has  declared,  in  exprefs  words,  (pj 
I2i>)  ‘  That  the  Society  publifhed  fuch  an  in- 
invitation,  in  1 706,  I  believe  to  be  true.*  How 
then  could  he  endeavour  to  lead  the  Public 
to  believe,  that  it  was  falfe  ?  Is  this  confiftenc 
with  that  honeft  fairnefs  which  might  reafon** 
ably  be  expcfled  from  one  who  profeffes  to  be 
a  chriflian  Divine. 

It  may  deferve  the  reader’s  fpecial  notice^^ 
though  the  Do6tor  would,  from  a  jiBitcus 
writer,  infmuare,  that  I  was  chargeable  with  fal- 
fhood,  he  has  not  ventured,  in  his  own  reply,  to 
exhibit  fuch  a  charge.  Infxcad  of  this,  his  charge 
is,  that  I  had  artfully  endeavoured  to  make  the 
reader  believe,  that  he  had  been  guilty  of  fal- 
Ihood.  He  fays  not  a  word  tending  to  fafteta 
faKhood  upon  me  *,  but  his  zeal  is  wholly  fpent 
in  throwing  blame  upon  me  for  leading  the 
Public,  as  he  imagines,  to  think,  that  I  intend¬ 
ed  to  reprefent  him  as  ‘  a  notorious  wilful  liar/, 
How  ftrangely  different  is  the  charge  the  Doc¬ 
tor  has  brought  againft  mc»  from  that  he  refers 
to  in  the  margin  ?  And  hov/  unaccountably  in- 
confiftent  is  he  with  himfelf,  in  mentioning  this 
latter  charge  as  hurtful  to  my  reputation,  whea 
he  has  himfelf  declared  it  to  be  falfe  ?  For  this 
is  the  meaning  of  his  acknowledgment,  ‘  that^ 
the  Society  publifhed  fuch  an  invitation, '  ia 
.  1706,  I  believe  to  be  true.* 

Having  made  this  acknowledgment,  he  goes 
on  to  reprefent  the  invitation  of  the  Society’* 
as  nothing  to  my  purpofe.  Says  he,  ^  It  ap- 
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pears  that  k  was  only  occafiphal.’— Very  true  % 
but  what  was  the  occafion  r  The  reader  will  be 
beft  able  to  judge  from  the  invitation  itfclf, 
which  1  fliail  here  inferc  at  large  ;  and  the  ra^ 
ther,  that  the  Public  may,  from  what  they  ftiall 
fee  With  their  own  eyes,  be  indiTputably  con^ 
vinced,  that  1  have  been,  treated  with  great  dif- 
ihgenuity  and  bafenefs. 

In  an  account  of  the  Society  for  propagate 
ing  the  gofpel  in  foreign  parts,  London, 
printed  by  Jofeph  Downing^  1706,  p.  74,  75,  it 
is  laid,  ^  All  young  ftudencs  in  thofe  parts  [the 
Colonies]  who  defire  epifcopal  ordination,  arc 
invited  into  England,  and  their  expences  of 
coming  and  returning  are  to  be  defrayed  by 
the  Society,  in  purfuance  of  an  order  madk 
TO  THAT  EFFEcf.  And  the  form  of  a‘ letter 
was  prepared,  and  allowed  to  be  fent  to  the  Go¬ 
vernor  OF  New-Englakd,  and  one  of  the 
like  importance  to^the  episcopal  Clergy  in 
thofe  parts,  encouraging  the  fending  over  hi¬ 
ther  fuch  young  ftudents  as  arc  inclinable  to  be 
ordained,  and  to  embrace  the  miffiond 

In  an  abiftrait  of  the  proceedings  of  the  So¬ 
ciety,  annexed  to  Dr.  Kennet\  Feb.  15*, 

1712,  p,  44,  is  the  following  pafTage, 

^  The  Society  apprehending  that  nothing  would 
more  eflTedtually  tend  to  juftify  their  good  en¬ 
deavours,  and  to  promote  the  fuccefs  of  them, 
than  to  INFORM  the  world  of  their  founda¬ 
tion,  eftablifhment,  and  continual  prdgrefs,  did 
agree,  that  the  book,  called,  ^  An  account  of  the 
Society  for  propagating  the  gofpel  in  foreign 
parts,  with  their  preceedings  and  fuccefs,  Lon¬ 
don,  for  Jo/eph  Downing^  1706,  410/  fliould  be  ' 
reprinted  with  a  continuation  down  to  the  pre- 
hut  timed. 
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From  thefc  extrafts,  it  appears,  with  a  meri« 
dian  luftre,  that  the  Society  wanted  and  de- 
fired  Colony 'Miffionaries,  and  that  this  was  the 
OCCASION  of  their  publifliing  their  invitation, 
wherein  they  promise  to  defray  the  expence 
of  fuch  as  fhall  be  inclined  to  go  home  for  holy 
orders  :  and  this  ^  invitation’  and  ‘  promife* 
were,  without  all  doubt,  communicated  in  the 
*  letter’  that  was  prepared  to  be  fent  to  the  epis¬ 
copal  Clergy,  that  they  might  communicate 
them  to  the  Colony-ftudcnts  for  their  encou¬ 
ragement  to  go  home  for  ordination.  And  it 
is  obfervabIe,five  or  fix  years  after  the  firfl:  pub¬ 
lication  of  the  *  account*  in  which  this  invita¬ 
tion  and  promife  arc  contained,  it  was  agreed 
and  ordered  by  theSociety,  that  itftiould  be  re¬ 
printed  to  promote  the  fuccefs  of  their  pro¬ 
ceedings.  Who  now  can  fuppofe,  that  the 
printed  and  reprinted  invitation  and  pro¬ 
mise  of  the  Society  ought  not  to  be  looked  up¬ 
on  as  an  obligation  lying  on  them,  in  point  of 
honour  and  juftice,  to  defray  the  cxpence  ^of  th® 
voyage  to  England  for  orders,  unlcls  it  is  made 
known  to  them  that  it  has  been  defrayed  fomc 
ether  way  ? 

But,  fays  the  Dodlor,  before  the  firft  candl® 
dates  from  this  Country  |went  home  for  holy 
orders,  the  invitation  was  recalled,  or  rather  had 
expired,’  He  would  do  well  to  tell  us,  how 
it  ftiould  expire,  if  it  was  not  recalled.  ^  And 
let  him,  if  he  can,  produce  its  revokation  in 
any  account  the  Society  have  given  of  their 
proceedings.  Until  he  is  able  to  do  this,  he 
muft  excufe  us  Non^epifcopalians,  if  we  are  not«», 
able  to  fee,  but  that  the  Society  is  still  as 
ftrongly  obliged  as  ever  to  make  good  their  pro¬ 
mise  to  the  Colony-ftudents,  unlcfs  it  may  have 
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fev-cn  V3cstccl  in  sny  ind^nccs  by  the  payment 
of  thecxpcnce  of  the  voyage  by  their  cpifcopal 
friends  here.  The  Doftor  may,  if  he  pleafes, 
call  this  invitation  of  the  Society  an  ‘  antiquated* 
one,  and  compare  it  to  ‘  one  of  the  Knglifh 
ftatutes  againft  the  Lollards  but  it  is  eafy  to 
perceive,  that  he  here  fubftitutes  laughter  in  the 
room  of  fober  argument,  and  for  a  very  good 
reafon  no  doubt..  He  would  juftify  the  invita¬ 
tion  as  ‘  antiquated’  by  faying,  ^  That  neither 
the  fird  candidates  that  went  home  for  holy  or¬ 
ders,  nor  any  of  their  fucceffors,  fo  far  as  1  can 
karn^^  have  received  benefit  from  it.’  This,  if 
true,  is  really  firange,  and  reflefts  no  fmail  dif- 
honor  on  the  Society,  But  the  Do6lor,  per¬ 
haps,  may  in  time  make  higher  attainments  in 
learning  of  this  kind,  than  he  is  at  prefent  pof- 
lefled  of,  and  find  that  both  the  ^  firft  candi¬ 
dates,  and  ^  fomc  of  their  fucccilbrs’  too^  have 
received  benefit  froni  this  invitation  and  promife 
of  the  Society.  I  am  the  rather  difpofed  to  be¬ 
lieve,  that  this  is  the  truth  of  the  cafe,  from  that 
refped  which  is  due  to  fo  venerable  a  body  of 
men  ;  and  affure  the  Doctor,  though  he  ^  has 
^  fo  publicly  and  boldly  aflerted’  the  contrary,  it 
has  no  influence  to  put  me  upon  ‘  fufpeaing 
my  own  ignorance’  in  this  matter.  For  it  is 
no  infrequent  thing  with  him  to  affirm  that, 
both  ^  publicly  and  boldly’  which  he  never 
would  have  done,  had  it  not  been  for  want  of 
more  knowledge. 

He  very  juftly  affures  the  Public,  (p.  153) 
That  ^  I  will  not  allow  that  the  church  of  En¬ 
gland,  in  the  Colonies,  is  diftinguifl'ied  and  ftig- 
matifed  by  a  want  of  thofe  religious  privileges, 
which  are  granted  to  all  other  denominations 
and  for  chU  very  good  reafon,  becaufe  ‘  Epif- 
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copalians  are  allowed  the  fame  liberty  with  all 
othar  pcrfuafions,  and  do,  with  as  much  free¬ 
dom  from  moleftation,  woriliip  GOD  in  the  pre- 
cife  way  they  themfelves  arc  plcafed  to  cliufe 
Upon  which  he  cries  out,  ‘  Can  he  be  ferious 
when  he  fays  this  ?  Or  does  he  mean  to  infult  us  ?* 
I  mean  to  infuit  no  body  but  1  ferioufly  fpake 
&  real  truth.  ‘  Is  it  the  truth,  that  we  have  the 
fame  iibtrty  with  all  other  pcrfuafions  ?’  I  af¬ 
firm  it  is  the  exafl;  truth.  ‘  Do  not  they  all  en¬ 
joy  their  own  religious  fyftems  compleatly,  and 
in  every  part  ?  But  can  this  be  predicated  of  the 
church  of  England,  ?’  If  it  cannot,  it  is  not  ow¬ 
ing  to  any  want  of  liberty,  but  to  their  not  ufing 
that  liberty  which  is  equally  granted  to  all  deno- 
rriioations  without  diftin(5tion.  ‘  We  complain 
that  we  are  deftitute  of  the  power  of  ordinacioHj 
and  are  not  allowed  to  enjoy  feveral  of  the  ioftitu-- 
tians  of  our  church,  which  we  hold  in  great  ci- 
fteem  and  veneration’.  The  anfwer  is  fliort  and 
cafy.  Epifcopalians  are  as  much  allowed,  as 
other  denominations,  to  procure  for  themfelves 
he  full  enjoyment  of  all  the  fpiritual  privileges 
of  the  Kingdom  of  CHRIST.  Nothing  reftrains 
them  from  deriving,  whenever  they  pleafe,  or¬ 
daining,  governing,  or  any  ether  religious  pow¬ 
er,  in  it’s  pure,  naked,  fimplc,  fpiritual  nature, 
which  is  all  they  defire,  from  the  Bifnop  in  Cana¬ 
da,  or  Pennfylvania  ;  or  from  a  Bohemian  or  Wal- 
denfian  Bifhop;  [it  will  be  no  difficulty  with  the 
Doctor  that  he  is  an  high-flying  one]  if  they 
cannot  derive  thefc  powers  from  an  Englifh 
one  :  They  arc  indeed  at  full  liberty  to  ranfack 
the  whole  earth,  that  they  may  enjoy  their  tru¬ 
ly  apoftolic  Epifcopacy.  If  other  denominati¬ 
ons  have  their  own  Pallors  and  Teachers,  their 
own  religious  worlhip,  government  and  difei- 
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plinc,  it  Is  the  refult  of  nothing  mere  than 
that  PERMISSION^)  I  might  lay  right,  ’^^hich 
Epifcopalians  arc  equally  favoured  with  - 
and)  in  confequcnce  of  this  permiffion,  or  righti 
they  alfo  might  have  their  Bifhops,  and  their 
own  apoftolic  form  of  epifcopal  government. 
What  Ihould  hinder  ?  They  are  no  more  under 
faftraint,  than  the  other  denominations,  by  any 
interpofing  aft  of  the  ftate,  either  in  England, 
or  America  ;  but  are  at  full  liberty  to  provide 
themfelves  with  fuch  fpiritual  officers,  difeipline, 
and  worlhip,  as  they  Ihall  think  agreeable  to 
the  will  of  CHRIST  i  and  if  they  do  not,  or 
will  not,  thus  provide  themfelves,  what  imagi¬ 
nable  rcaf^n  have  they  for  complaint  ?  Should 
it  be  faid,  their  principles  reftrain  them  from 
the  procurement  of  apoftolic  Epifeopacy  in  any 
way  bucTrom  theKing  or  ftate, and  by  beingdiftin- 
guilhed  from  all  the  ocher  Colony-denominati'* 
ons  :  In  this  cafe,  the  reply  was  given  in  the 
anfwcr  to  the  appeal,  in  thefc  words,  ^  It  is 
from  their  principles  only  that  they  are  hamper¬ 
ed  with  difficulties/  The  Doftor,  upon  this, 
has  difeovered,  as  he  had  often  done  before, 
that  his  peculiar  talent  is  not  that  of  reafoning. 
He  can  perceive  no  difference  between  difficul¬ 
ties,  fuffered  upon  principle,  in  confequcnce  of 
the  non-beftowment  of  diftinguifliing  favour, 
and  difficulties  that  are  fuffered  for  not  com¬ 
plying  with  the  arbitrary,  tyrannical  precepts  of 
men,  in  violation  of  the  rights  of  confcicncc  : 
Yea,  he  would  make  us  believe,  that  difficulties 
fuffered,  upon  principle,  through  want  of  a 
grant  of  favour,  may,  with  as  much  pertinency, 
be  complained  of,  as  any  ®f  the  tortures  the 
Saints  of  the  Moft  High  have  been  harraffed 
for  their  adherence  t®  their  GOD,  from 
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the  greatefl;  nerfecutors  that  ever  exiHiccl.  I 
IhaU  only  fay  here,  for  o  ice  borrowmg  the  Doc¬ 
tor’s  own  polite  words,  ‘  This  is  tnc  vveakett  of 
all  the  weak  things  he  has  laid.’ 

Ir^was  obferved,  ap.  anf.  p.  <  :^o,  1:51,  ^  That 
the  Non-epilcopalian  Clergy  and  Laity,  in  the: 
town  of  Bollon,  in  one  week  only,  lubicribed 
two  thoufand  pounds  Ferling  tOr  a  fund  to  lup- 
porc  Miflionanes  among  the  Indian  natives,  up- 
on^Tondition  there  might  be  an  incorporated 
fociety  among  themlelyes  for  conduding  and 
managing  this  important  affiir  chat  an  incor¬ 
porating  ad  was  prepared,  and  'affed  by  the 
leveral  branches  of  the  govcrnineru  here,  and 
fent  home  for  the  Royal  fandion,  wi  hout  which 


it  could  notconrinue  in  force  :  But  th^c  it  iooii 

I 

met  with  a  negative,  by  means  of  which  this 
whole  money  was  lod,  and  as  much  more  we 
had  good  rcafon  to  exped  would  be  fubferi- 
bed.’  This  was  complained  of  as  a  great  hard- 
fhip.  And  it  was  then  added,  We  llioiild 
efteem  the  hardfliip  much  greater,  if,  in  any 
meafure,  it  was  brought  upon  us  by  episcopal 
influence.  I  will  not  too  pofitively  fay  it  was  ; 
but  this  f  will  fay,  and  in  the  words  of  a  letter 


from  home.’~Thc  words  were  infer  ted  at  large.' 
What  now  fays  the  Dodor  ?  Inflead  of  taking 
the  leaii  notice  of  this  letter,  he  menj:ions  it, 
from  one  he  calls  the  very  fenfible  author  of  a 
vindication  of  the  Bifliop  of  Landalf’s  fermon, 
as  ‘  an  utter  improbability,  that  a  number  of 
eminently  pious  men,  who  have  the  converfiort 
of  the  Savages  much  at  heart,  would  oppofi 
fuch  a  meafure  for  that  purpoie/  I  am  hear¬ 
tily  fcrry  I  am  obliged  to  lay,  that  this  *  num¬ 
ber  of  eminently  pious  men’  have  given  the 
Public  fo little  reafon  to  think^thac  they  haveths 
'  r  O  converfion 
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conveifion  of  ihe  Savages  much  at  heart.’  Had 
this  been  the  real  triuh,  it  is  impoffible  but  they 
fnouk!  have  done  much  more  than  they  have 
ever  yet  done  to  promote  their  converfion 
They  have  made  it  abundantly  evident,  that 
they  had  at  heart  the  propagation  of  Epis- 
COP.ACV,  much  more  than  the  ‘  converfion  of 
the^  Savages  and,  if  we  may  be  permitted 
to  judge  from  rheir  condud,  we  fiiall  naturally, 
and  alrnoft  necefiarily,  be  obliged  to  think,  they 
would  be  in  readinels  to  oppofe  any  plan  for  the 
converfion  of  the  Savages,  that  did  not  propofe 
to  convert  them  by  upiscopising  them.  He 
fubjoins,  from  the  fame  very  fcnfibJe  author, 
an  e.\tra6l  of  a  letter,  from  ore  of  the  mojl  im- 
fortant  members  of  the  Society  to  his  friend  in 
this  Country,  in  which  it  is  laid,  ‘  The  plan,  as 
prefented,  w.is  liable  to  fcveral  objedions  ;  par¬ 
ticularly,  that  the  members  were  to  be  accoun- 
laole  only  to  themfeK'es.  However,  the  So¬ 
ciety  made  no  opposition  to  it.’  It  was 
not  faid,  the  Society,  in  their,  chara6ter  as  fuc.h, 
made  oppofiiion  to  our  incorporating  adt.  It 
may  be  true,  as  this  letter  declares,  that  the 
Society  made  no  oppciiiion  :  but  it  may  be  as 
tTue,  not wichflanding  v.hat  is  here  affirmed,  that 
Jome  of  its  members,  and  its  raoft  important 
ones  too, in  their  private  capacity,  might  oppofe 
k  with  their  whole  influence.  The  "Dodor  al- 
fo  brings  in  Mr.  Apthorp,  ‘  after  enquiry  upon 
the  fpoi’  as  faying,  ‘  lean  affirm  upon  very 
good  authority,  that  neither  the  Society^  nor 
any  EpiicopaUans,  as  such,  oppofed  the  adl 
of  the  Bolton  afiembly.’ — This  may  be  true, 
and  not  inconfiftent  with  the  account  that  has 
been  given  us  by  others,  who  were  upon  the 
Ipot  as  well  as  Mr,  Apthorp^  and  as  capable  of 

making 
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making  enquiry  as  he  can  be  fuppofed  to  be. 
The  letter  the  Dodtor  has  palled  ever  in  filence 
fays,  ^  There  is  reafon  to  think,  an  account  of 
the  incorporating  ad  was  fent  to  Lambeth  as 
early  as  to— The  Arch-Billiop  was  prejudic¬ 
ed —  Umbrage  was  taken  at  the  new  iociecy — * 
The  lead  attempt  to  take  fubferiptions  here 
would  have  blown  up  the  fufpicions  of  the  churchy 
and  fociety,  into  an  open  flame/  This  account 
we  had  from  one,  who,  to  fay  the  lead,  w^as 
under  as  good  advantages,  as  Mr,  Apthorp^  to 
knov/  the  truth  of  the  affair.  And  it  is  obfer- 
vable,  Mr.  Apt.horp’*^  afiirmation  is  defignedly 
v/orded  with  particular  guard  and  caution. 
‘Neither  the  Society^  nor  any  Epifeopaiians,  as 
SUCH,  oppoftd  the  ad/  No  one  ever  faid,  the 
Society^  as  such,  made  oppofition  ;  though,  not« 
wichdanding  Vvdiat  is  here  aflirmed,  foaie  of,  its 

members,  and  even  the  Arch-Biilioo  of  Canter- 

1 

'  bury,  its  Prefident,  might  be  in  the  oppofition  : 
And  it  may,  in  like  manner,  be  true,  that  EpiU 
copalians  might  ufe  their  influence  againd  the 
paffing  this  ad,  though  they  might  not  do  it  as 
SUCH.  His  faying,  ‘  it  was  rtjeded  upon  po¬ 
litical  and  commercial  reafons,  when  there 


was  not  oneBifliop  prefen r/  may,  to  weak  minds^ 
have  a  plaufible  appearance  5  but  the  difguife  . 
is  thin,  and  eaflly  feen  tbreugh.  It  was  never 
imagined,  had  there  been  episcopal  influence^ 
but  chat  it  would  be  kept  'oin  ot  fight,  in  th^? 
management  of  the  affair  at  the  hoard  of  trade.. 
They  mud  been  blunderers  in  eed,  if  they  could 
not  have  alTigned  lome  ‘c-ther  reafons  of  their 
condud,  than  that  they  had  been  applied  to  by 
Eifliops,  or  an  Arch-BiPnop,  though  not  in  their 
capacity  as  members  of  the  Scciety,  nr  as  vetted 
with  the  cpi'copal  office.  The  Dador  now 
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fpeaks  of  my  taking  no  notice  of  *  fo  clear 
and  full  evidence  of  the  Society’s  innocence,  as 
one  of  the  foange  modern  pher40mena,  which' 
admit  not  of  an  eaiy  folution.’  It  is  at  once 
foived  by  only  faying,  it  was  none  of  my  biifi- 
iicfs  to  take  notice  ot  this  evidence,  until  he  had 
produced  \t  ^  upon  which  1  have  made  it  very 
plainly  to  appear,  that,  inftead  of  being  ‘  clear 
and  full  evidence,’  it  is  in  reality  no  evidence  at 
ail.  i  he  reader  will,  I  bt  lieve,  think  it  very 
extraordinary,  in  the  Dodor,  to  call  me  to  an 
account  tor  taking  no  notice  of  evidence  he  bad 


not  laid  before  me,  and  knew  not  that  I  had 
ever  feen,  while,  at  the  lame  time,  he  is  himlcdf 
chargeable  with  taking  no  notice  of  tho  let  er 
he  had  placed  before  his  eyes,  containing  mucb 
ftronger  counter-evidence.  i  will  not  account 
for  this,  by  luppofing  ‘  he  wrote  in  a  hurry,  and 
did  not  give  himfclf  time  f/r  recolleCiian  A 


much  belter  reafon  may  be  affigned,  namely, 
his  finding  hirnfelf'unable  to  return  a  juft  anfwer 
to  the  concents  of  fo  material  a  iet'er. 


Many  ocher  things,  concained  in  this  part  of 
the  Dodor’s  defence,  are  juftly  liable  to  excep¬ 
tion  ;  but  he  defires  ^  the  controverfy  may'  be 
brought  into  a  narrower  cempafs  ;  and  the  rea¬ 
der,  1  imagine,  will  think  with  me,  that  ittvould 
be  needlefs  to  take  any  farther  notice  of  what  is 
here  laid,  as  being:  remote  from  the  grand 

POINT  in  difpute.  To  this  therefore  1  fliall 

* 

now  immediaiely  proceed. 


Reply  to  Dr.  Chandler's 
Eighth  Sedion. 


Dodor  comes,  in  this  fedion,  to 
valklatc  the  objedioos  that  had  been 
btoagh^  againft  the  propoled  plan  for  an  Arne- 
rican-Epiicbpaie.  And  here  it  n'iighc  have  been 
expeded  to  find  him  exerting  himfelf  with  the 
greattll  vigor  and  ftrength.  But  we  are  greatly 
diiapp'jinted.  He  difeovers  lefs  fpint^and  is  lefs 
conviacing,  in  what  he  has  offered  upon  this 
MAIN  POINT  in  controverfy,  than  in  any  pare 
of  hiS  performance.  He  feefns  indeed  to  have 
kept  this  GRAND  OBJECT  out  of  fight  as  long 
as  he  could,  if  we  may  judge  from  the  it 9^^ 
pages  he  wrote  before  he  came  to  it.  And  it 
would  have  been,  perhaps,  as  much  to  his  ho¬ 
nor,  if  he  had  wholly  paffed  it  over  in  fiience, 
unlefs  what  he  has  i^id  had  earned  mere  weight 
with  it. 

Before  he  enters  upon  the  confideration  of 
the  objedions  to  the  epifcopal  plan  for  Ameri¬ 
ca,  he  takes  notice  of  two  or  three  other  things, 

which  mult  detain  us  a  while. 

In  the  ^  appeal  anfwcred,’  in  a  marginal  note 
at  the  bottom  of  p.  133^  mention  was  made  of^ 
copy,  that  had  appeared  in  one  of  the  public 

riCws-papers,  of  the  petition  that  was  fent  by  a 
^  ^  number 
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jiumber  of  epifcopal  Ctergymen  to  the  Univerfitv 
at  Cambridge,  in  which  fome  things  juftlv  ex¬ 
ceptionable  were  pointed  out.  The  Doftor’s 
reply  is,  ‘  I  can  and  do  affiire  him  [Dr.  Chaun- 
itis  fictitious  and  falfe  ;  and  that  the 
Convention  fent  home  no  fuch  addrefs,  nor  any 
that  contained  fimilar  expreffions  with  thefe  he 
cenfures.;  I  alfo  can  and  do  afTure  Dr.  Chand^ 
/tr,niat  It  would  have  given  both  myfelf,  and 

tnei  ubhc, much  greater  fatisfadion,  if  he  had  here 

i.nftTteci  a  copy  of  the  petition  itfelf,  properly  au- 
.t.ienticated.  We  might  then  have  judged  ferour- 
fdves,  and  not  been  pm  upon  yielding  imniicit 
faith  in  nss  bare  word" ;  which  though  true  in  his 
own  apiyehenfion,  might  poffibly'be  otherwif^ 
HI  the^view  of  others.  Whatever  the  Dodor, 
or  theConveniion  may  think,  it  carries  with  it  no 
good  afped,  that  they  fo  refolutely  keep  fecrec 
their  petitions,  when  copies  of  them  have  been 
defired;  putting  us  off  by  telling  us,  they  do  not 
contain  that  in  them  which  we  have  heard  they 
do,  and  in  fuch  ways  that  we  fhall  believe  what 
v.c  have  heard,  until  vve  have  opportunity  to 
fee  with  our  own  eyes. 

It  was  faid,  ap.  anfw.  p,  ‘  Some  of  the 
moft  Tcfpedablc  Epifcopaliansr  in  thefe  parts^ 
lor  lobriety,  good  fenfe,  and  a  ffeady  attachment 
to  the  intereil  of  the  church  of  England,  have 
declared  it  to  be  their  opinion,  thatBifhops’wouid 
be  of  no  fervice  here,  and  that  they  did  not  de- 
fire  they  fhould  be  fent.’  The  Dodor,  upon 
this,  affeds  to  be  at  a  lofs  to  know  what  ‘  pe¬ 
culiar  idea  f  intended  to  convey  by  the  phra*b 
‘  refpedtable  Epifeopabans  which  could  not 
eafily  be  accounted  for  in  any  other  perfon,  as  I 
was  particular  in  reprefenting  them  refpedabic 
I  for  their  fobriety,  good  fenfe,  and  fleady  at¬ 
tachment 
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tachment  to  the  church  of  England.’  He  Is 
much  puzled  to  undcriland  the  meaning  of  the 
‘  indefinite  word,  some  whether  I  intended 
by  it  ^  two,  or  two  hundred.''  It  could  not  well 
have  been  ‘  impcflible’  for  him  to  have  known 
my  meaning,  in  the  ufe  of  this  innocent  word,  if 
he  had  only  allowed  himfclf  to  read  the  imme¬ 
diately  following  fentence.  ‘  And  it  is  to  me, 
as  v. ell  as  to  many  I  have  converfed  with  upon 
this  head,  Episcopaltans  among  ethers,  very 
queftionable,  whether,  if  the  members  of 
church  of  England,  in  thefe  northern  Colonie.^ 
were  to  give  their  votes, and  to  do  it  without  pre¬ 
vious  clerical  influence,  they  would  be  found 
to  be  on  the  fide  of  an  American  Epifeopate/ 
One  might  '  poffibly*  have  guelTed  at  what  I 
nieant  by  the  word,  so.me,  after  this  explana¬ 
tion  of  myfclf.  But  the  Dodlor  chofe  rather  to 
make  a  flievy  of  being  witty,  than  to  argue  ; 
though  his  wit  is  wholly  grounded  upon  a  par¬ 
tial  reprefentation  of  v/hac  1  had  faid.  He  goes 
on,  ‘  I  queftion  v/hether  there  is  an  Epifcopalian 
on  the  Continent,  either  of  a  more  or  lefs  re- 
fpeftable  charafter,  including  in  it  fome  degree 
of  attachment  to  the  inrerefl:  of  the'  church,  that 
has  objected  againfi:  an  Epifcopate  upon  the  plan 
of  the  appeal/ — What  he  here  fays,  put  into 
plain  Englifh,  is  this  ;  he  quefllons  whether 
truth  can  be  fpoken  unlefs  by  himfelf,  and  a  few 
others  who  fpeak  as  he  would  have  them.  But 
why  does  he  queftion,  whether  any  Epifcopaliau 
has  objedted  to  an  Epifcopate  upon  his  plan  ? 
The  reafon  is,  becauie  ‘  he  n'liift  ail  a  very  un¬ 
natural,  inconfiftent  part.  For  haw  abfurd  is  it 
for  a  man,  who  is  attached  to  the  church  of  En¬ 
gland  in  America,  not  to  wifh  its  foundnefs  and 
health  AvA  here  he  goes  cn  repeating,  in  a 

way 


•f j ' ....  \ 


1';^ 


lit 


REPLY  TO  THE 

way  of  argument,  what  he  had  often  urged  be» 
fore  in  favour  of  his  American  Epifcopatc.  But 
what  is  all  this  to  the  point  ?  It  is  a 
not  a  fpeculative  truths  we  are  now  upon.  And 
theDoftor  rniift  knov/,  nnlefs  he  is  a  great  (Iran- 
ger  to  the  world,  that  fa^s  and  JpecuUnve  'ar^u* 
ments  do  not  always  harmonife  with  each  other, 
Befides,  where  is  the  diffiLuky  in  foppofing,  that 
molt  Epifcopaiians  on  the  Continent  may  have 
a  quite  different  notion  of  the  plan  for  an  Ame¬ 
rican  Epilcopate,  from  that  the  episcopal 
Clergy  have  of  it,  who  were  its  only  for¬ 
mers,  and  the  only  petitioners  that  Ic 
might  be  carried  into  execution  ?  LVlight  they 
not  be  apprehenfive  of  danger  from  a  plan  con¬ 
trived  by  the  Clergy,  and  fent  home  for  rati¬ 
fication,  without  their  confenc,  or  being  applied 
to  for  it  ?  Surely,  ic  is  not  impolTible  they  (hould 
think,  notwithiianding  all  the  Dofi:')r  has  faid, 
that  the  miffion  of  Biiliops  into  the  Colonies 
would  do  more  hurt  than  good.  This,  I 
know,  is,  in  faft,  the  opinion  of  many  Lay-epif- 
copaiians,  and,  I  believe,  of  the  greater  part 
of  them  in  the  New-Eogland  Colonies  I  Iball 
only  add  here,  fpeculitive  arguments  are  no  more 
fiuedto  invalidate  the  truth  of  this  fact,  than  they 
would  be  to  prove  that  there  were  no  Epifco¬ 
paiians  on  the  Continent.  For  ic  would  be  a 
much  eafier  taflc  to  prove  ic  fpeculatlvely  abfiard 
there  fhould  be  any,  than  that  they  fhould'ba 
agamft  the  propofed  Epifeopate, 

The  Hodor  animadverts  upon  nothing  fur¬ 
ther,  umil  he  comes  top  138,.  where  he  fays, 
that  ^  I  objedc  1  to  cheir  plan  becaufe  I  thoughe 
ic  had  been  illegally  fettled.’  And  for  aughc 
any  thing  he  has  proved  to  the  contrary,  the  ob- 
jedtioa  to  the  plansfodbU  reafon,  ftandsfirmand 

unfhakeq 
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un(haken.  He  fays,  ‘  I  take  it  for  granted, 
that  what  has  been  done  by  our  friends  and 
fuperiors  at  home  relating  to  it  [the  plan]  has 
been  done  without  the  King’s  approbation.* 
And  well  I  might,  as  we  were  told  of  a  fcheme 
for  the  miffion  of  Bifhopsto  the  Colonies,  fettled 
■  by  Clergymen  at  home,  and  approbated  by 
Clergymen  here,  to  the  intire  n.gk3  of  hh  Ma- 
jeHy,  without  whofe  licence,  not  even  the  Con¬ 
vocation  have  any  right  to  fettle  fach  a  plan, 
or  fo  much  as  attempt  to  form  it.  The  Doc¬ 
tor  allows,  ‘  that  the  two  houfc^  of  Convocation 
have  no  authority,  without  a  Royal  licence, 
to  attempt,  enad:,  proinulge,  or  execute  any 
canon,  by  whatever  name  it  might  be  called, 
which  flaould  concern  either  dodrine  or  oifei- 
plme.’  But  lays  he,  ‘  This  notwitnfeanding,  the 
Clergy,  even  in  convocation,  are  Bill,  in  feverai 
inferior  inflances,  left  perfeftly  free.’  It  would 
be  ftrange,  if  they  were  not.  But  how  does 
this  prove,  that  they  are  ‘  left  perteflly  free’  in 
luch  SUPERIOR,  inftances  as  the  fettlcment  of 
a  plan  for  the  new  modelling  the  power  of  Bi- 
fhops  ?  The  King’s  fupremacy,  as  head  of  the 
church,  is  not  more  nearly  concerned  in  any  ec- 
clefiaftical  affair  whatever.  He  goes  on,  ‘  The 
•two  houfes  of  Parliament  cannot,  without  a  Roy¬ 
al  licence  attempt,  enad,  promuige,  or  execute 
any  Batute,  more  legally  than  the  two  houfes  of 
Convocation  can  enaft  a  canon.’  This  is  ex- 
preffed  very  much  as  it  would  have  been  by 
one  who  did  not  underfland  the  proper  rights 
of  Parliament.  If  the  thing  meant  is,  that  the 
two  houfes  ofParliamei.t,and  the  two  houfes  ofCon- 
vocation,are  under  the  fameconBitutionalreflrainr,' 
he  is  entirely  miBaken  1  he  two  boules  ofParlia- 
mcnc  are  perfeftly  at  liberty,  without  any  Royal  li- 

B  cence^ 
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cencc,  notoiily  to  attempt,  but  aftually  to  form, 
any  ilatute,  plan  Or  canon,  in  order  to  its  being  en¬ 
acted,  promulged, and  executed  in  confiftency  with 
the  conftitution  :  Whereas  ■  the  two  houles  of 
Convocation  are  reflrained,  by  the  ftatute  of 
the  twenty-fifth  of  Henry  the  eighth,  called  the 
aft  of  fubmiffion,  from  fo  much  as  attempt¬ 
ing^  any  law,  or  canon,  or  whatever  other  name 
may  be  given  to  it,  without  licence  first 

GRANTED  TO  THEM  BY  THE  KiNG  ;  and  hav¬ 
ing,  in  virtue  of  his  licence,  agreed  on  any  can¬ 
on,  or  conftu ution,  they  are  not  permitted  to 
PUBLISH  it,  until  it  has  obtained  his  Tonfirma- 
tion.  xA.nd  if  it  is  accounted  inconfident 
with  the  King’s  iupremacy  in  ecclefiaflica!  mat¬ 
ters,  for  even  the  Convocation  to  attempt  to 
form,  fettle,  or  publifli  a  plan  for  the  regulation 
of  the  church,  without  his  granted  per¬ 
mission,  though,  in  fo  doing,  they  iliould  pro- 
fefs  the  higheft  regard  to  ‘  the  public  good  it 
ought  certainly  to  be  efleemed  much  more  fo 
for  other  Clergymen  to  do  this,  efpecially  in  bo¬ 
dies  convened  for  the  purpofe,  noc  by  authori¬ 
ty  from  the  King,  but  of  their  own  heads  :  And 
it  makes  no  alteration  in  the  cafe,  whether 
they  are  fup.rior  or  inferior  Clergymen,  or  a 
mixture  of  both,  unlels  in  the  degree  of  difbo- 
jnourrhatis  hereby  refleaed  on  his  Majefly  as, 
voder  GOD,  the  fupream  head  of  the  church. 
They  may  fpeak  of  themfeives  as  ‘  confulting  the 
public  happinefs,’  and  doing  it  ‘  with  the  utmoft 
fidelity,’  and  all  ‘  deference  and  fubmiffion  to 
the  wifdom  of  government  but  time  was, 
when  they  would,  notwithftanding  fuch  a  com¬ 
pliment  on  themfeives,  have  been  called  ‘  difaf- 
feded  affociat.ions,’  and  as  fuch  been  ‘  fop- 
preffed  \  as  has  often  been  the  cafe. 

The 

^  Vid,  Burris  Ecclefi  law>under  the  WPrd  ConvocaU9n$^ 
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The  Doftor  takes  occafion  here  perempto¬ 
rily  to  declare,  ‘  That  I  have  pronounced  all 
coniultations  or  their  Biiliops  for  the  intereft  of 
religion  to  be,  in  general,  an  infringement  of  the 
King’s  fupremacyf  unleQ  a  licence  for  that 
purpofe  is  formally  granted  from  the  Crown.* 
He  has  been  fo  wile  as  not  to  refer  to  the  page 
in  which  1  lay  this  ;  and  until  he  is  pleafecl  to 
do  it,  I  (hall  think  myfelf  at  full  liberty  to 
elteem  what  he  has  offered  as  a  grofs  mifrcpre- 
fentation. 

He  feems  to  look  upon  ‘  confultations  for  the 
intereft  of  religion,*  and  laying  plans  for  a  new 
regulation  of  the  power  of  Biihops,  and  the  ex- 
ercife  ofdifcipline  in  the  church  of  England,  as 
meaning  one  and  the  fame  thiof^.  But  he 
ought  to  have  known,  that  no  Royal  licence 
is  made  neceftary  for  confultations  to  promote 
the  general  intereft  of  religion  ;  whereas,  even 
the  whole  body  of  the  Clergy,  fuperior  and  in¬ 
ferior,  are  not  permitted,  though  legally  affem- 
b!ed  in  Convocation,  fo  much  as  to  attempt 
plan  for  new  modelling,  in  any  part,  the  ec 


clefiaftical  conftitution,  v/iihouc  a  licence  for¬ 
mally  granted  herefor  by  the  King.  Can  it  then 
be  fuppofed  allowable,  for  a  deptuijsd  C'ergyman 
to  proclaim  it  to  the  world,  without  the  leaft  hint 
of  any  granted  licence  from  the  King,  that 
fuch  a  plan  has  been  ‘  privately  formed  and 
fettled  by  fome  fuperior  Clergymen  at  home, 
and  approbated  by  the  cpifcopal  Clergy  here/ 
and  in  convened  bodies  for  the  purpofe  ? — -He 
v/ould  now  fuggeft,  ‘  That  the  King  had  been 
confulted,  and  given  undoubted  proofs  or  his 
approbation  of  the  meafure.’  Why  then  was 
not  the  plan  introduced  with  particular  notice  of 
fo  important  a  point  of  deference  to  the  Royal 

fupreniacy  ' 
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fupreiT!acy  ?  Was  it  more  proper  to  tell  the 
1  ublic,  ihat^  the  epifcopal  Clergy  here  were 
agreed  in  this  plan,  than  that  his  Majelly  had 
approbated  it  ?  And  why  is  there  not  now  ck- 
h^ibiCed  in  form  loine  authentic  proof  of  the 
King’s  licence  to  contrive  and  publiOi  the 
plan  wc  liave  had  held  out  to  view  ?  This  would 
have  been  much  moic  farisfadlory,  than  barely 
to  infinuate,  or  fay,  "  That  it  had  been  honoured 
v/ith  the  King’s  approbation.’  ^ 

SENSIBLE,  I  fuppofe,  of  the  infufficiency  of  all 
t,iat  had  before  foen  offered,  th.e  Doftor  now 
gives  us  the  follo^^ing  very  extraordinary  infor¬ 
mation.  Says  he,  ‘  The  charter  granted  to  the 
Society  for  propagating  the  gorpcl,  has  the  na¬ 
ture  and  efficacy  of  a  commiffion.’  For  what  ? 
Wh}^  ‘  by  this  charter,  or  commiffion,  the  mem¬ 
bers  are  warranted  to  concert  meafures,  and  to 
fettle  plans,  for  the  carrying  on  the  defign  of 
tnat  incorporation  in  ihe  mod  effefluai  manner/ 
y^ry  true  ;  but  was  it  any  part  of  the  defign 
of  that,  incorporation  to  ^  feule  plans’  for  a 
^loddled  church  of  England  ?  The  Doflior  is, 

I  believe,  the  firil:  man  that  ever  dreamed  of  a 
‘  Royal  comniilTiorf  in  the  Society's  charter,  em- 
povvciing  its  members  to  contrive  fchemes  for 
governing  r  'C  church  of  England  in  a  manner 
Gifferent  from  that  which  has  been  ordained  by 
the  King  and  Parliament.  They  might  pm- 
bably  think,  ^  That  an  American  Epifeopate  was 
highly  expedient’  in  order  to  their  propagating 
Epilcopacy,  inftead  ot  religion  in  general  ;  and 
they  might  hereupon  ^  flcctch  out  a  general  plan 
for  fending  Bifliops  to  America,  which  plan 
might  be  publicly  approved,  and  patronifed  by 
her  Majefty  Qiieen  Ail  this  may  be  true, 

gad  psffebtly  cur4iiilenc  wiui  due  honour  to  the 

Royal 
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Royal  fupremacy.  For  it  is  not  mcerly  a  plan 
for  lending  Billiops  to  Am  Dca,  that  is  incon- 
fiitent  hcrcvvitn  ;  but  a  plan  chat  propofes  their 
miffion  to  carry  on  the  bufineis  of  ecclefiaftical 
government  and  difcipline  in  a  manner  quite 
different  f  rom  that  which  is  enjoined  by  the  au¬ 
thority  ot  the  Kina  and  Parliament.  The  pro- 
poled  plan,  as  ‘  rekimed  and  digefted  with  pe¬ 
culiar  aitentioa  is  of  this  fore  ,  and  there¬ 
fore  a  d  iredt  violation  of  the  feventy-third  can¬ 
on,  which  enjoins,  ‘  That  no  Priefts,  or  Mini- 
fters  of  GOD’s  word,  nor  any  other  perfons  fhall 
meet  together  in  any  private  houfe,  or  elfewhere, 
to  confult  upon  any  matter,  or  courie  to  be  ta¬ 
ken  by  them,  or  upon  their  motion,  or  diredlion 
by  others,  which  may  any  way  tend  to  the  im* 
peaching  or  depraving  of  the  doftrinc  of  the 
church  of  England,  or  of  the  book  of  common 
prayer,  or  of  any  part  of  the  government  or  dif- 
cipfme  now  eftablifiied  in  the  church  of  En¬ 
gland,  under  pain  of  excommunication  ipfo  fac¬ 
to^  The  Doctor  fays  here,  ‘  Wnoever  knows 
any  thing  of  the  hiftory  of  the  times  in  which 
the  canon  was  framed,  muff  be  fenfible  that  ic 
was  dcfigned  againft  a  very  different  fort  of  per^* 
fons  from  thoie  venerable  prelates,  who  formed 
and  fettled  the  plan  for  an  Americari  Epifeo- 
pate.’  If  venei'able  prelates  at  honie  formed 
this  plan,  and  epiicopal  Clergymen  here  appro¬ 
bated  it  in  c:mvei  ed  bodies  for  the  purpofe, 
they  are  chargeable  with  the  very  crime  this  can¬ 
on  was  dcfigned  to  guard  againff  •,  and  it  is 
more  aggravated  in  ihem,  than  in  ‘  the  different 
fort  of  perfons’  ic  migbf  be  luppofed  v/ould  be 
liable  to  Condemnation  by  ic.  He  adds,  ^  And 
as  it  was  dcfigned  againll  a  very  different  fnre 
of  perfons,  lo  ihc  words  of  ic  clearly  point  out 
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a  very  different  condu8'  The  condu£l  of  the 
perfons  concerned  in  the  forming  and  approba¬ 
ting  this  plan,  is  as  like  that  pointed  out  and 
condemned,  in  the  canon,  as  words  can  make 
it.  ^  There  has  been  ‘  the  meeting  together  of 
Priefts  and  others  — they  have  met  together 
‘  in  private  houle^  or  elfewhcre  ; — and  the  de- 
fign  of  their  meeting  was  ‘lo  confulc  upon  a 
courfe  to  be  taken  by  them,  or  upon  their  mo¬ 
tion,’  in  order  to  afFeft  an  alteration  ‘  in  fome 
oi  government^  or  dijeipline,  now  efta- 

blilhed  in  the  church  of  England  which, 
without  all  difpute,  is  the  very  fault  intended  to 
be  teflified  againft  in  the  canon.  There  is  no 
way,  indeed,  in  which  this,  edabliflied  mode  of 
government  in  the  church  of  England  can  be 
more  diredtly  and  efTeftually  impeached^  or  de¬ 
praved,  than  by  praftical  endeavours  to  get  it 
changed.  And  it  v/i!l  not  be  pretended,  that 
this  is  not  the  tendency  of  the  propofed  and 
publifhed  plan.  Whether  the  ^  combinations 
and  confultations,’  to  this  end,  ‘  are  fadious/ 
or  not,  muft  be  determined  by  the  canon  itfelf ; 
which  certainly  fuppofes  them  to  be  fo. 

I  SAID,  in  my  anfwer  to  the  appeal,  the  pro¬ 
pofed  plan  ‘  is  a  plan  for  altering  the  govern¬ 
ment  and  difeipline  of  the  church  of  England 
in  the  Colonies.’  To  which  the  Doctor  replies, 
‘  Does  he  then  believe  the  canon  was  intended 
to  fecure  the  government  and  difeipline  of  "the 
church  of  England  in  the  Colonies  ^  Without 
this  intention  thepropofal  of  any  alteration  in  the 
form  of  ccclefiaftical  government  here  ban  be  no 
violation  of  the  canon.^  Why  doColony-epifcopa- 
palians  glory  in  being  members  of  the  church  of 
England,  if  there  is  no  church  of  England  here. 
And  if  there  is,  it  is  as  as  rcafonable  to  fup- 

pofe 
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pofe  the  canon  was  intended  to  guard  its  cfta- 
blifiied  form  of  government  againft  impeachment 
or  depravalicn  here,  as  at  home.  But,  fays  the 
Dodor,  ‘  What  is  the'  nature  and  tendency  of 
the  alteration  propofed  ?  Is  it  to  deprave  the 
government  of  the  church  of  England  at  home  ? 
No  j  it  is  in  reality  to  honour  it,  by  endeavour¬ 
ing  to  bring  the  government  of  the  church  here 
much  nearer  to  her  pattern,  than  it  is,  or  can 
be,  while  deftitute  of  Bifliops/  One,  having  no 
biafs  on  his  mind,  would  not  think  it  refleded 
much  honour  on  the  government  of  the  church 
at  home  to  make  alterations  and  amendments  iti 
K,  before  it  is  thought  fit  to  be  exercifed  here- 
And  the  fuppofed  alteration  moft  certainly  de¬ 
praves  it,  as  it  reftrains  Bifliops  from  the  exer- 
clfe  of  that  government  over  the  Laily,  they  are 
entitled  to,  not  only  from  the  grant  of  the  King 
and  Parliament,  but,  as  the  Dodor  believes,  of 
JESUS  CHRIST  and  his  Apofties.  He  goeson^ 
‘  Nor  is  the  plan  for  a  different  mode  of  an  Epii* 
copate  for  the  church  of  America,  any  impeach¬ 
ment  of  that  under  which  it  exifts  in  England/ 
The  propofing,  and  endeavouring,  an  alteration 
effentially  carries  in  it  the  idea  of  an  impeach¬ 
ment.  It  is  not  poffible  it  fhould  be  altered 
without  being  impeached.  What  imaginable 
rcafon  can  there*  be  for  a  change  in  any  mode  of 
governmenr,  unlefs  it  be  fuppofed,  infufficienr, 
imperfed,  and  not  futable  to  be  exercifed,  in 
thofe  refpeds  ^at  lead,  wherein  a  change  is  de^ 
fired  and  endeavoured.  And  this  is  the  very 
thing  here  meant  by  its  being  impeached.  But^ 
fays  the  Dodor,  ‘  As  to  fuch  externals, .  the 
church  of  England  has  always  allowed  them  to 
be  things  that  are  alterable,  and  that  they  ought 
to  be  altered,  according  to  the  circumftarxes  and 
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opinions  of  different  Counties,  or  even  rfthc 
fame  Country  in  different  ages.  When  fhe  has 
made  this  alteration  in  ^  fuch  externals’  at  home, 
America  will  of  courfe  n  ap  the  benefit  of  it, 
fhould  an  Epilcopate  be  f  t  led  here  ;  but  until 
this  is  done,  it  will  be  an  impeachment  of  the 
mode  of  government  in  the  church  of  England 
at  home,  to  propole  a  di&eient  one  for  the  fam« 
church  here.  It  is  an  idle  thing  to  lay,  "  That 
circumflances  in  America  require  that  the  ex¬ 
ternals  of  an  Epifeopate  fhould  be  under  a  re¬ 
gulation  peculiar  to  this  country.’  Epifopa-i 
lians  and  in  England  zxz  members  of  one 
and  the  fame  church  ;  and  no  circurnflinces,  un- 
lefs  thofe  of  a  meer  worldSy  nature,  which  have 
nothing  to  do  with  a  purely  fpiritual  kingdom, 
can  make  it  fit,  futable,  or  rcafonable,  that  the 
mode  of  an  Epifcopaic  iliouid  be  different  from 
what  it  is  at  home. 

1  HE  reader  wd!l,  perhaps,  by  this  time  be  dif- 
polcd  rather  to  wonder,  than  laugh/  at  the 
Doftor’s  ‘  audacioufnefs’  in  making  io  light  of 
the  fulminations’  of  an  effablifhed  canon  againft 
impeaching^  or  depraving  the  conftitutional  go¬ 
vernment  and  dilcipline  of  the  church  of  En^ 
gland.  He,  together  with  the  other  framers^. 
approbators,  and  pubfifliers,  of  the  propofed 
plan  of  impeachment  would  do  well  to  c -nfider, 
whether  they  are  not,  by  the  determination  of 
their  own  church,  ^  excommunicated^  perfons. 

The  way  being  thus  prepared,  w^e  now  come 
to  the  GRAND  POINT  in  debate,  the  propofed 
plan  for  an  American  Epilcopate.  According 
to  the  Dodlor’s  defire,  in  his  ^  appeal  to  the  Pub¬ 
lic,’  obje£l:ions  were  brought  againft  this  plan. 
He  has  endeavoured  in  his  ‘  appeal  defended/ 
to  take  off  the  force  of  them.  We  lhall  impar-^ 
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tially  examine  what  he  has  faid  upon  each  ob¬ 
jection  diftindly. 

Objection  I.  ‘  The  government  and  difci- 
pline  ot  the  church  of  England,  under  the  pro- 
pofed  American  Epilcopatc,  is  injurious  both  to 
the  church,  and  the  Bifhops  that  arc  to  prefidc 
over  it.’ 

^  It  is  injurious  to  the  church.*  And  why  ? 
‘Becaufe  it  is  to  operate  on  the  Clergy  only. 
The  lay-members  of  the  church  of  England  may- 
net  be  favoured  with  the  benefit  of  the  governing 
authority  of  the  Bifhops  to  be  lent.’  What  fays 
the  Dodor  in  reply  ?  He  reafons  thus, ‘  if  the 
Laity  are  not  to  be  affeded  by  the  Bifhops  au¬ 
thority,  they  are  certainly  not  to  be  injured  by 
it  ;  that  which  does  not  operate  at  all,  produc¬ 
ing  no  effed  either  injurious, or  beneficial.  With 
regard  therefore  to  the  exercife  of  difcipline  o- 
v«r  cheLaity,  no  benefit  is  propoftd,  and  no  inju¬ 
ry  is  to  be  feared.’  'Is  this  a  fit  anfwer  for  the 
public  view  ^  Are  not  Bithops  appointed,  in  the 
linfc  even  of  the  church  of  England,  for  the  be¬ 
nefit  of  the  Laity,  as  truly  as  theClergy  Are 
not  the  Laity  as  capable  of  receiving  benefit 
from  Epifcopal  authority,  duly  cxercifcd,  as  the 
Clergy  And  if  they  are  capable  of  being  bene¬ 
fited  by  the  exercife  of  this  authority,  muft  they 
not  be  injured,  if  a  hop  is  put  to  us  operation, 
in  relation  to  them  ?  Its  not  being  permitted  to 
operate  at  all,  in  regard  of  them,  is,  in  the  na¬ 
ture  of  the  thing,  injurious,  and  in  proportion 
to  the  greacnefs  of  the  benefit  that  is  loft  by  this 
non-permiffion.  No  one,  1  believe,  before  the 
Dodor  ever  laid,  it  was  not  injurious  to  deprive 
the  Laity  of  a  fpiricual  priviledge  they  are  fup- 
pofed  to  be  entitled  to,  and  by  a  grant  froiii 

JESUS  CHRIST.  And  if  CHRIST  has  grant- 
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cd  them  this  privilege,  for  their  fpiritual  goad, 
■what  power  on  earth  can  juftly  deprive  them  of 
it  ?  If  fuperior  Clergymen  at  home,  and  infe¬ 
rior  ones  here,  fhould  combine  together,  and 
projedl  a  plan  to  prevent  their  being  under  the 
governing  authority  of  Bifhops,  they  would  cer¬ 
tainly  plan  away  an  indubitable  privilege 
they  are  entitled  to  as  members  of  the  church 
of  England  ;  and,  if  they  are  really  Epifeopa- 
lians/'they  muft  look  upon  fuch  treatment  as 
highly  injurious  and  abufive.  Tho  Doftor,  in 
tnfwering  this  part  of  the  objeftion,  has  done  no 
great  honour  to  himfclf.  He  could  fcarce  have 
faid  any  thing  that  would  have  more  expofed 
the  weaknefs  of  what  he  undertook  to  defend. 

The  propofed  plan  was  faid  to  be  ‘  injurious 
alfo  to  the  Bifhops  it  would  have  fent  to  the 
Colonies.*  And  for  this  rcalbn,  ‘  Bccaufe  they 
are,  in  a  mccr  arbitrary  manner,  reftrained  in 
the  cxercife  of  that  authority,  which,  in  the 
judgment  of  thefe  very  planners,  properly  be¬ 
longs  to  them,  both  by  apoftolic  appointment, 
and  the  conftitution  of  the  church  of  England/ 
The  Dodor  replies,  ‘  If  fuch  a  reftraint  is  not 
injurious  to  the  church,  it  will  be  difficult  to 
'  prove  that  it  can  be  injurious  to  the  Bifliops.* — 
It  is  not  poffiblc  it  fhould  be  any  other  than  in¬ 
jurious  to  the  church,  as  it  deprives  its  Laity  of 
a  privilege  they  are  as  certainly  entitled  to  as 
the  Clergy,  and  that  might  be  as  advantagious 
to  them.  But  he  fays  further,  ‘  Are  wc  tocon- 
fider  the  authority  of  Bifhops  as  fo  much  pri¬ 
vate  proptrty^  which  belongs  to  thenij  and  every 
limitation  of  it  as  fo  much  damage  fuftained  by 
the  Bifhops  ?  And  yet,  unlefs  we  confidcr  ic 
iinder  fome  fuch  idea,  I  fee  not  how  \v  can  be 
pade  out,  that  any  reltrainti  of  their 

authority 


‘i 

t 

‘APPEAL  DEFENDED/  i2f  ' 

authority  can  be  an  injury  to  them/  Ocular  de- 
monftration  only  could  have  convinced  me,  that 
the  Dodor  was  capable  of  finking  fo  much  be* 
low  a  man  of  common  underflanding  in  his  rea- 
foning  here.  Does  he  not  believe,  has  he  not 
ftrenuoufly  pleaded,  that  the  governing  autho¬ 
rity  of  Bifhops  is  derived  from  JESUS  CHRIST 
himfelf?  And  if  CHRIST  has  vefted  Bifhops 
with  their  governing  authority,  is  no  injury 
done  to  them,  arbitrarily  to  reftrain  them  in  the 
exercife  of  this  authority  ?  If  CHRIST  hass 
empowered,  and  commanded  Bifhops  to  exer- 
cife  authority  over  the  Laity,  as  well  as  Clergy,' 
fhall  it  be  deemed  no  injury  to  be  confined  in 
the  exercife  of  this  authority  to  the  Clergy  only  ? 

It  is  amazing,  one  of  the  Dodor’s  character 
fhould  not  be  able  to  fee,  that  Bifhops  were  ca¬ 
pable  of  ‘  fuftaining  damage’  in  other  ways  be- 
fidcs  that  of  being  touched  in  their  ‘  private 
property  !’  If  he  had  allowed  himfelf  to  con- 
fider,  he  muft  have  known,  that  a  good  Bifhop 
would  have  efteemed  himfelf  more  highly  injured 
by  being  reftrained  in  the  juft  exercife  of  the  au-* 
thority  committed  to  him  by  CHRIST,  than 
by  fuiTering  in  his  private  property/  A  t6tal 
reftraint  of  authority  over  the  Laity  is  here  cal¬ 
led  a  ‘  prudent  one  but  it  can  be  fo,  ®nly 
in  regard  of  political  worldly  ends  to  be  anfwcr- 
ed  by  it.  I  entirely  agree  with  the  Dodor  in 
what  he  adds,  ‘  He  that  is  fond  of  cxcrcifing 
power  for  the  fake  of  excrcifing  it,  without  re¬ 
garding  whether  it  tends  to  edification  or  dc« 
Itrudion,  is  unworthy  of  it/  But  what  he  aims 
at  proving  by  this  is  beyond  me  to  find  out. 
Surely  he  will  not  fay  Bifhops  arc  fo  fond  of  the 
deftrudivc  power  here  deferibed,  as  to  make  h 
c-Apedienc  to  reftraim  them  from  the  cxcrcific  of 
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any  power  at  all  over  the  Laity  !  And  unlefs  he. 
means  this,  I  lee  not  to  what  end  he  has  made 
the  remark.  And,  in  every  conceivable  view 
ol'  it,  it  holds  as  ftrong  againft:  their  having  pow¬ 
er  over  the  Clergy  as  over  the  Laity.  This  is 
all  he  has  thought  fit  to  fay  in  anfwer  to  the  firlt 
objection,  I  he  reader  can  have  no  juft  idea 
of  the  luccr  ini'ufficiency  of  this  reply,  unlefs  ho 
compares  it  with  the  objection,  as  ftated  and  il- 
iuftrated  in  the  ‘  appeal  anfwercd/ 

Objection  II.  ‘  The  Biftiops,  in  this  plan, 
are  io  widely  difierent  from  the  Biiliops  of  ihc 
chiircn  of  England  ar  homr,  that  it  is  not  rea- 
fonablc  they  lliould  be  defired,  or  fent."  The 
Doctor  lays,  in  aqlvver,  ^  i‘hc  Biftiops,  in  this 
plan,  are  ejjentially  the  fame  wdth  the  Bifhops  at 
homejhow  wddely  foever  they  may  differ  in  lome 
circumftances.’  Can  they  be  effenlially  the  fame, 
if  they  are  ejfmtially  reftrained  in  the  exercife 
of  that  authority  which  is  proper  to  their  office, 
snd  they  have  full  fcope  to  exercife  at  home  ^ 
And  yet,  this  is  rheexaCt  truth.  ‘  It  is  exprefsly 
propofed,  that  they  fiiali  have  no  rule  over  the 
Laity  ;  that  is,  tnat  they  (hall  be  deprived  of 
one  half  of  that  authority,  as  to  its  exercife, 
which  is  ejfenhal  to  them  as  Bifhops.  He  goes 
on,  *  But  let  them  be  never  fo  different,  if  fuch 
Bifliops  as  are  propofed  are  fitter  for  the  Colo¬ 
nies,  than  luch  Biihops  as  are  in  England,  then 
it  may  be  reafonable  that  they  fliould  be  both 
defired  and  lent.’  The.  plain  agfwer  is,  they 
arc  not  fnter  for  the  Colonies,  than  for  the  Mo-  ^ 
ther-Country  ;  and  it  is  unreafonablc  they 
fhould  be  defired  for,  or  fent  to,  the  Colonies, 
until  they  are  iirft  enjoyed  at  home.  It  was  faid 
in  1  luftrating  this  objedion,  '  Shall  a  compara- 
tue  handfuluf  cpifcopal  profeffors^moft  of  whom, 
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in  many  of  the  Colonies,  arc  fo  infufficicnt  as 
that  they  are  upheld  in  Being,  with  refpcd  to 
their  religious  denomination,  at  the  charitable 
cxpence  of  a  diftant  Society  ; — fliall  thefe  ima¬ 
gine  ihemfelves  fo  important  as  that,  for  their 
lakes,  the  powers  and  appendages  of  Bilhops 
lhall  be  fo  mightily  abridged  ?  Surely  the  wholo 
body  of  DifTcncers  in  England,  and  a  very  con- 
fidcrable  part  of  the  eftablillied  church  there, 
are  as  well  worthy  the  national  attention  ;  and 
it  is  as  fit,  their  requefts,  often  repeated,  fliould 
be  anfwered.  .When  this  is  done  it  will  be 
time,  and  not  before,  to  exped  that  this  plan 
fhould  be  confidercd,  and  brought  into  effeft.— 
To  this,  and  much  more  of  the  like  import,  the 
Doftor  has  only  faid.  That  he  ‘  h^d  before  giv¬ 
en  a  full  and  fufficient  anfwer  But  where,  he 
has  not  told  us  ;  nor  can  I  find  that  he  has  any 
where  given  fuch  an  anfwer,  or  even  attempted 
to  do  fo.  He  has.alfo  filently  palTed  over  what 
was  argued  from  the  doftrine  of  uniformity,  made 
fo  important  a  matter  in  the  church  of  En¬ 
gland;  as  that  it  would  mar  the  glory  of  this  uni¬ 
formity  to  clothe  the  fame  officers  of  the  fame 
church  not  with  the  fame,  but  widely  differing 
powers  -,  and  that  there  would  not,  in  this  cafe, 
be  the  appearance  of  confiftent  regularity  in  one 
and  the  fame  ccclefiaftical  conftitution.' — This 
filence  of  the  Dodor,  in  anfwer  to  objedions  he  ’ 
openly  ‘  invited  objedors  to  make,  that  they 
might  be  fairly  and  candidly  debated  before  the 
tribunal  of  the  Public,’  will,  Ifear,  be  conftrued 
to  his  difadvantage,  if  not  to  the  hurt  of  the 
caufe  he  is  defending. 

He  goes  on  to  the  next  confideration,’ 
which  is,  '  That  if  Billiops  ffiould  be  fent  to  the 
Colonics,  with  thefe  rcftiained  powers,  undefira- 

fek 


n(S  REPLY  TO  THE 

ble  confequences  might  be  naturally  feared, 
both  here  and  at  home* 

An  undefirable  confequenec  to  be  feared  here 
is,  *  That  the  Bifhops  would  throw  off  this  re- 
ftraint  as  foon  as  might  be  ;  embracing  all  op¬ 
portunities,  and  ufing  all  likely  means,  to  reco¬ 
ver  thofe  appendages  to  their  office  they  had 
been  deprived  of.*  This  was  faid,  and  Ihewn, 
to  be  no  unrealbnable  fuppofition.  The  Doflor 
replies,  ‘  Was  it  ever  before  offered  as  a  reafon, 
why  exorbitant  power  ffiould  not  be  limited, 
(and  fuch  the  Doctor  eftcems  to  be  the  power 
of  Bifhops  in  England)  becaufe  the  perfons  cur¬ 
tailed  would  endeavour  to  throw  off  the  reftraint 
as  foon  as  may  be  ?’  This  queftion,  as  thus  ge¬ 
nerally  put,  is  quite  befide  the  cafe.  We  never 
ol^etffed  to  the  propofed  limitation  of  the  power 
of  Bifhops,  as  being  in  itfclf,  in  its  own  pro¬ 
per  nature,  unreafonable  and  unfit ;  but  to  the 
conHnement  of  it  to  the  Colonies  ;  and  for  this 
good  reafon,  among  others,that  it  would  ftrong- 
ly  tend  to  defeat  itfelf.  The  Bifhops  under  a 
reftraint  of  their  power  here,  would  naturally  be 
difpofed  to  throw  it  off,  if  the  like  reftraint  did 
not  take  place  at  home  ;  and  they  would  have 
this  plauflble  plea  to  make  in  their  own  juftifi- 
cation,  that  they  aimed  at  nothing  more  than 
was  allowed  to  be  reafonable  and  proper  in  En¬ 
gland.  The  plain  truth  is,  if  the  exorbitant 
power  of  Bilhops  ought  to  be  reftrained  at  all, 
it  is  as  reafonable  it  fhould  be  reftrained  at  home 
as  here  j  and  it  is  a  good  reafon, why  it  fliould  not 
be  reftrained  there,  that  fuch  an  unfair,  partial, 
and  unjuft  reftraint  would,  in  all  probability^ 
through  the  lull  of  power,  which  even  Bifhops 
arc  not  totally  delivered  from,  foon  come  to  no¬ 
thing  here.  But  fays  the  Dodor,  ‘  Why  are 
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wc  to  fuppofe,  that  the  American  Bifliops  will 
be  uneafy  under  fuch  a  limitation  of  their  pow¬ 
er,  as  the  plan  exprefles  ?’  The  reafon  is  obvi¬ 
ous,  namely,  beeaufe  Bifhops  have  difeovered, 
in  all  paft  ages,  that  corruption  was  fo  far  unmor- 
lified  in  thorn,  as  to  confift  with  a  ftrong  incli¬ 
nation  to  enlarge  the  fphere  of  their  power, 
whenever  they  had  any  plaufible  pretence  here- 
for  ;  as  they  certainly  would  have  in  the  pre- 
■  fent  cafe.  But  ‘  whatever  power  or  privilege, 
they  [the  propofed  Bilhops]  lhall  once  poffefs, 
by  virtue  of  their  office,  they  will  continue  to 
hold,  as  long  as  they  lhall  remain  in  the  office  j 
and  as  they  know  the  terms  before  they  accept 
of  it,  there  can  be  no  difappointment.  And  why 
Ihould  they  be  uneafy,  beeaufe  the  Bilhops  at 
home  are  invefted  with  civil  authority  ?  The 
Bilhops  at  home  may  as  properly  be  uneafy  and 
reftlels,  beeaufe  they  are  not,  like  fome  of  their 
-order  on  the  Continent  of  Europe,  fovereign 
Princes.’  Some  Bilhops  at  home,  in  times  paft, 
whatever  may  be  the  truth  at  this  day, were  un- 
cafy  and  reftlcfs  for  want  of  more  [honour  and 
power  j  and,  without  all  doubt,  would  have 
ufed  any  means,  could  they  probably  hoped  for 
fuccefs  in  the  ufe  of  them,  in  order  to  their  be¬ 
ing  as  ‘  fovereign  Princes*  as  any  ‘  Bifhops  on 
the  Continent  of  Europe.’  And  no  fecurity  can 
be  given  us,  if  the  defired  Bilhops  Ihould  be 
fent,  and  upon  the  propofed  plan  too,  that  they 
would  not  be  fbon  fo  ‘  reftlefs  and  uneafy,*  as 
toaffeft  that  very  change,  in  their  reftrained  dig¬ 
nity  and  power,  which  is  fo  much  feared.  The 
Doftor  goes  on,  ‘  Perhaps  the  uneafinefs  of  the 
AmericanBilhops  may  be  fuppofed  to  arife  from 
the  refleftion,  that,  deftitute  as  they  are  of  civil 
power,  they  areBiffiops  of  the  fame  church  with 
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their  brethren  in  England.*  And  it  may  natu¬ 
rally  be  fuppofed,  they  would  be  ‘  uneafy/  if 
not  at  firft,  yet,  in  a  little  time,  from  the  tc- 
fledlion,  that  they  were  deprived  of  that  power, 
it  is  as  reafonablc  they  fhould  be  veiled  with,  as 
their  brethren  of  the  fame  church,  and  in  pre- 
cifely  the  fame  office,  at  home.  But  ^  they 
will  not  be  able  to  avoid  this  further  refleilion, 
that  they  are  Bifhops  of  the  fame  church  in  dif¬ 
ferent  countries,  and  under  different  circum- 
ftances  •,  which  effentially  alter  the  cafe.’  It 
is  not  probable  they  would  ever  make  ithis  re- 
fie6tion,as  there  would  be  no  juttreafon  for  their 
fo  doing.  It  iS;,  in  truth,  nothing  better  than  a 
vain  pretence.  The  fame  cpifcopal-mode  of 
church  government  is  as  proper  for  the  Mo¬ 
ther-Country,  as  the  Colonies.  Nothing  in  the 
fituation  of  America,  or  in  the  circumftances  of 
the  Country,  or  of  the  Epifcopalians  in  it,  can 
make  it  reafonable,  or  fit,  that  the  epifcopal- 
mode  fliould  be  ^  different’  here  from  what  it 
©UGHT  to  be  at  home,  unlefs  it  be  fuppofed, 
that  the  Kingdom  of  CHRIST  is  not  that  fpi-^ 
ritual  one  he  has  declared  it  to  be,  but  a  King¬ 
dom  whofc  government  is  founded  on  worldly 
policy,  and  is  to  be  fupported  upon  principles 
of  the  fame  kind.  What  but  the  wifdom  of 
this  world  could  ever  lead  any  man  to  think, 
that  the  pvofelTed  difciples  of  the  fame  LORD, 
of  the  fame  religion,  and  of  the  fame  fubjc6lion 
to  the  fame  fpiritual  government,  fhould  be  dif¬ 
ferently  governed,  becaufc  they  happen  to  live 
in  different  places  No  confiderations,  but  thofe 
of  this  world,  can  be  mentioned,  that  will  juf- 
tify,  as  reafonable,  that  epifcopal  mode  of  go¬ 
vernment  here,  which  will  not  render  it  equally 
fit  in  England,  gays  the  Dodtor  yet  farther, 
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‘  This  fame  kind  of  reafoning  would  operate  as 
ftrongly  againft  epifcopal  Clergymen  in  /Yincrica, 
as  againft  Bifliops*  The  Clergy  of  the  churcli 
of  England  at  home,  arc,  in  a  great  meafure, 
fupported  by  tythes  ;  therefore,  it  may  be  faid. 
Clergymen  of  the  church  of  England  are  once 
admitted  in  this  Country,  under  whatever  re- 
ftridlions  and  limitations,  they  will  not  be  eafy, 
untjl  they  fhall  have  fecured  to  themfelvcs  the 
tythes  of  our  eftates.’  The  facl  here  fuppofed 
is,  I  believe,  ftriclly  true,  that  the  Clergy  of  the 
church  of  England  will  never  be’'  eafy  until 
they  have  fecured  to  themfelvcs  *  from  our 
eftates  here,  what  will  be,  in  fubftantial  fignifi- 
cation,  the  fame  thing  with  the  tythes  in  En¬ 
gland.  The  Doftor  himfelf  very  obvioullv/ 
however  undefignedly,  led  us  to  fufped  this  in 
fome  hints  he  dropped  in  his  appeal  j  and  that 
is  attempting  to  be  done,  or  actually  is  done,  at 
home,  refpeefting  glebe-lands  for  the  church 
of  England  in  America,  which  puts  it  beyond  all 
doubt.  But  this  notwithftanding,  we  objeft 
not  againft  the  admiffion  of  epifcopal  Clergy¬ 
men,  or  even  Bifliops,  into  America,  if  they 
have  no  authority,  but  that  which  is  "  altogether 
from  CHRIST,’  and  not  from  this  world. 


At  home^  it  was  faid,  two  ill  confequencc5 
might  be  looked  for.  One  was,  ^  That  vaft: 
numbers  there,  who  have  long  complained  of 
the  too  largely  extended  power  claimed  and  ex- 
ercifed  by  Bifhops,  might  think  themfelvcs  hard¬ 
ly  treated,  that  no  regard  fliould  be  paid  to  their^ 
intreaties,  while  a  comparatively  few  inconfi- 
dcrable  profcflbrs  of  the  church  of  England  ia 
America  are  heard,  and  an  Epifeopate  fettled  for 
them  according  to  their  mind.’  To  this  the 
Doctor  anfwcrs,  ‘  The  reader  can  hardly  avoid 

K-  remarking^' 


.  '  rV'  ^  ^  ^  "4 

‘  ,  ;‘^v- 

^  ^r^.  '■ffiTT' I- yj  •>.  .V  r-.  •■  1^  M-i'..-x-  ■  '  ■•..•.•'  -i'.-»f  'V-  '■.■■■  -  "•■ '-f '■  -  V  ;, 


‘Cc-o;-;- 


REPLYTOTHE 


remarking,  that  here,  and  in  many  other  places'^ 
the  Doctor  forgets  his  proper  buiinefs  and  cha- 
rafter.  His  bufinefs  is  to  anfwer  the  appeal 
upon  the  principles  of  the  Diffenters  *,  but  in- 
Head  of  this,  he  frequently  endeavours  to  raife 
difficuliies  and  objections  which  cannot  pro¬ 
perly  be  made,  but  upon  principles  oppofite  to 
his  own,  and  ofihofe  whom  he  reprefents,  in 
this  controverfyd  The  Dodor  has  injudici- 
ally  mifplaced  this  remark.  Had  he  made  it 
undeV  the  former  objtdion,  k  would  have  ap¬ 
peared  more  plaufible.  As  brought  in  here, 
k  is  really  a  blunder.  Surely,  Diffenters  at 
heme  might,  in  their  proper  charader  as  fuch, 
complain  of  hard  treatment,  fhould  therequeft  be 
granted  to  a  few  comparatively  ineonfiderable 
American  Epifcopalians,  which,  for  a  long  time 
has  been,  and  kill  is,  denied  them  ;  though  the 
requeft  from  them  is  equally  reafonable.  It  is 
fcarce  poffibie  but  that  they  fhould  feel,  and 
groan  under,  fuch  partiality.  But,  upon  what¬ 
ever  principles  this,  or  any  other,  difficulty  is 
raifed,  it  is  proper,  if  a  rsai  one,  it  fhould  be 
mentioned  by  way  of  objedion,  as  objedions  of 
ail  kinds  were  called  for.  And  the  Dodor  is 
now  informed,  if  he  needs  information,  that 
rhofe  he  improperly  calls  Di£entirs  in  this  pare 
of  the  world,  are,  upon  chriitian  principles,  in 
real  earned  that  the  epifcopal  Laity  may  not 
be  impofed  on  by  their  planning  Clergy.  The 
former  objedion,  under  which  the  Dodor’s  pre- 
fent  remark  would  have  been  more  pertinent, 
was  principally  made  with  a  view  to  ierve  them  ; 
as  there  has  been  a  combination  of  their  Cler¬ 
gy  to  carry  Into  execution,  fo  far  as  they  were 
able,  a  feheme  they  had  contrived  for  thcir  own 
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much  m'^re  worthy  of  the  mofl:  ample  pro- 
vifion  they  could  have  made  for  their  fpritu- 
al  profit,  under  the  government  of  the  de- 
fired  Biihops.  The  Doftor  goes  on,  ‘  It  will 
never  be  admitted  as  an  objedVion  coming  from 
the  Dijftnters  here^  or  in  England,  that  many 
at  home  will  grow  more  clamorous  againft  the 
prefent  power  of  the  Englijh  Bifliops,  in  confe- 
cjuencc  of  the  fettlement  of  fuch  an  Epilcopate 
as  is  propofed  for  the  Colonies.’  What  bufinefs 
had  the  Dodlor  with  thole  he  calls  'IDiffenters 
here^  when  the  objedted  difficulty  was  the  un- 
cafinefs  the  propofed  plan  might  give  the  Dif- 
[enters  at  home  ?  Befides,  he  ought  to  have 
known,  there  are  no  Dijfenters  in  any  of  the  Co- 
1-onies  to  the  northward  of  Maryland,  unlefs  epif 
copal  ones.  Moreover,  it  was  not  mentioned 
as  an  objedlion,  that  Diffenters  at  home  would 
*  grow  more  clamorous  in  confeqnence  of  the 
fettlement  of  the  propofed  Epifcopate.’  This 
he  reprefents  as  my  objedion,  but  without  any 
juft  foundation  from  what  I  had  faid.  There  is 
a  great  and  wide  difference  betwixt  Diffenters 
being  ^  clamorous  againft  the  power  of  theEii- 
glifli  Biihops,’  upon  the  lettlemicnt  of  the  pro¬ 
pofed  Epifcopate  here, and  their  ‘thinking  them- 
fclves  hardly  treated,  that  no  regard  flipuld  be 
paid  to.  ther  intreaties,  while  a  fev/  compara¬ 
tively  inconfidcrable  Eplfcopalians,  in  America, 
are  heard,  and  an  Epifcopate  lettled  for  them 
according  to  their  mind.’  Thele  were  rny  words  ^ 
and  they  contain  a  juft  reafon  for  fuch  fenfati- 
ons  as  naturally  arife  from  hard  and  partial  trca% 
ment,  v/hich  there  may  be  without  being  at 
all  ‘  clamorous.’  llie  Do6for  has  only  this  to 
fay  further  here, 'Shouldthe  objedion  be  made  by 
any  who  have  a  right  to  make  ir,  it  is  lufiicirno 
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to  refer  them  to  what  has  been  already  faid  t9 
the  purpofe.’.— Surely,  if  he  had  a  right  to  ‘  in¬ 
vite  objeftors  to  propofe  their  objedions,  that 
they  might  be  fairly  debated  before  the  tribunal 
of  the  Public.’  they  mufl  be  fuppofed,  at  lead 
by  him,  to  have  this  right  which  he  feems  to 
queftion.  Plis  bufinefs  was  to  point  out  the 
impropriety,  or  infufficiency,  of  Rich  objedions 
as  any  might  make,  not  to  luggefl;  that  they  had 
no  right  to  make  them.  But  what  is  it  he  had 
already  faid,  to  which  he  refers  us  It  is  in  thefc 
words,  ‘  That  fuch  an  Iipiicopate  may  be  ered- 
cd  HERE  with  ea(e  ;  but  it  cannot  be  effedrd  in 
England,  without  fub verting  an  eftablifli- 
ment,  and  making  a  very  vifible  alteration  in 
the  national  coniticution—a  work  never  to  be 
undertaken  out  dn  the  greatefi  extremity,  and, 
even  then,  not  withoiu  a  trembling  hand.’  We 
have  norning  more  here  than  an  affirmation  of. 
his  own  opinion  •  though  he  knew  it  was  the  opi¬ 
nion  of  others  equally  capable  of  judging,  that  he 
is  certainly  and  grofsly  miftakcn.— The  propofed 
Epifeopate  could  not  beercdedZw^  with  that^eafe’ 
he  would  mfinuate.  It  would,  without  all  doubt, 
be  theoccafion  of  effeds  fimilar  to  thofc,  it  would 
have,  w^ere  it  to  be  eroded  at  home  ;  and  they 
would  probably  be,  in  proportion,  as  great  and 
general.  As  to  its  ^  lubverting  an  efiablifh-  » 
ment,  and  making  a  veiy  vifibie  alteration  in 
the  national  cooflitiuion,’  he  has  himlelf  given 
us  a  full  and  iuificienc  aniVer.  For  he  has  told 
u^,  (p.  205)  Tliac  ^  as  to  luch  externals  [as  the 
plan  for  an  American  Epifeopate  would  propofe 
iliould  be  altered!  the  church  of  England  has  al- 
ways  allowed  them  to  be  things  that  are  alterable, 
and  that  they  ought  to  be  altered,  according  to 
the  Ci^rcumftanccs  and  opinions  of  difl'crenc  coun¬ 
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tries,  or  even  of  the  fame  Country  in  different 
ages.’  Perhaps,  he  will  allow,  if  he  will  not  the 
impartial  Public  will,  that  the  circurnfianccs  and 
opinions  of  the  prcfent  age  make  it  as  reafona- 
bie  and  fit,  as  they  well  can  do,  that  thefc  al¬ 
terable  EXTERNALS  fllOuld  ht  ALTERED. 
And  1  will  venture  to  fay,  it  is,  in  the  prefenc 
day, extremely  neceffary  fuch  an  alteration  fhoiild 
be  undertaken.  The  fooner  the  better.  And 
it  might,  vvichoutjmuch  difficulty  beaccomplilhed, 
if  gone  upon,  Bot  ‘  with  a  trembling  hand,’  but  a 
refolution  of  fpirit  becoming  men  and  Chriflians. 

The  other  ill  confequence,  as  the  Doctor  has 
been  pleafed  to  rcprcfent  it,  is,  "  That  the  Bi- 
fhops  in  England  will  be  jealous,  that  an  in- 
vafion  of  their  authority  was  intended’.  I  nei¬ 
ther  foid,  nor  iatended  to  fay,  any  in- 
vafion  ot  their  authority  v/as  intended,  but  on¬ 
ly  that  they  ‘  might  eafily  and  naturally  argue 
from  what  was  done  here  to  what  might,  with 
as  much  reafon,  be  done  there:’  Upon  which 
account,  it  was  further  faid,  *  It  can  be  fcarce 
fuppofed,  it  fhould  cfcape  the  thought  of  our 
Englifii  Bifhops,  that  the  fettlemcnt  of  fuch  an 
Epilcopate  in  America,  as  is  propofed,  may  pre¬ 
pare  the  way  for  fuch  a  change  in  the  power  of 
Bifliops  at  home,  as  they  would  not  be  very 
fond  of’  To  which  the  reply  is,  ‘  I  will  only 
remind  the  Do(5lor  of  one  circumftance  which  he 
happened  to  forget ;  namely,  that  this  very  plan 
has  been  formed  and  introduced  by  thofe  Bi¬ 
fhops  themfelves,  and  confcqucntly  Ihould  they 
be  jealous  that  any  invafion  of  their  power  is 
therein  intended,  they  muft  be  jealous  that 
they  have  intended  to  invade'  it  themfelves”. 

I  can  affure  the  Do6tor  I  did  not  forget, 
that  a  few  Bifheps  at  home  might  have  an 
hand  in  the  formation  of  this  plan  ;  but 
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t^iat  they  all,  or  generally,  had,  I  have  nearer 
yet  leen  reafon  to  believe.  But  if  it  was  the 
joint  contrivance  of  them  all,  it  would  only  ar¬ 
gue  this,  that  they  were  inattentive  to  wfiat 
might  be  the  refult  of  this  plan  in  the  natural 
courfe  of  its  operation  ;  or  that  they  were  above 
fearing  confequences  ;  or,  in  fine,  that  they 
defigned  this  plan  as  only  an  entering  wedge  to 
make  way  for  the  creation  of  more  Biftiops, 
who,  in  proper  time,  might  be  clothed  with 
like  dignity  and  power  with  themfelvcs. 

The  impartial  public  will  judge,  whether  the 
Doftor  has  fucceeded  better  in  his  anfwerto  this, 
than  the  foregoing  objedion.  I  could  wiQi,  for 
his  own  fake,  he  had  acquitted  himfelf  more 
like  a  man  of  ’’thorough  understanding,  ‘  that- 
came  prepared’  to  plead  for  the  truth  only,  and 
not  ‘  to  objedt  at  any  rate,  rather  than  not  to 
objed  at  all’  ^ 

Objection  III.  ^  The  church  of  England 
knows  no  fuch  Biiliops  as  are  Ipecified  in  tjiis 
plan,  nor  can  they,  in  confiitency  wuh  its  con- 
ftitution,  be  fent  to  the  colonies’.  As  this  is  an 
objedioii  eflentially  deftrudive  of  the  propofed 
plan,  if  it  exhibits  the  real  truth,  it  was  juflly 
expeded  the  Dodor  would  have  been  particu¬ 
larly  careful  to  demonftrate  that  it  did  not. 
And  yet,  to  the  furprife  of  his  readers,  the 
whole  he  has  thought  fit  to  offer  is  contained 
inthefe  v/ords,  ‘this  objedion,  and  all  that  has 
been  faid  to  fopport  it,  has  been  fully  anfwcred 
already’.  What  mud  the  public  fay  ofhis'fo- 
lemn  call  for  ohjedions  to  be  fairly  debated  be¬ 
fore  their  tribunal,  when,  upon  this  caiPs  being 
complied  with,  by  mentioning,  and  fupporting, 
ah  effentially  important  objedion,  he  virtually 
declines  debating  on  it  by  dogmatically  affirm¬ 
ing. 


APPEAL  DEFENDED.*'  i^j 

ing,  ‘  that  it  has  been  fully  anfwered  already, 
and  all  that  has  been  laid  to  fupport  it  ?  And 
this  is  the  more  extraordinary,  as  he  has  not  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  page,  or  even  the  part  of  his  book, 
in  which  this  full  and  very  particular  anfwer  is 
to  be  found.  I  have  carefully  looked  over  the 
whole  he  had  ‘already’  wrote,  and  cannot  find 
any  thing  that  refemblesthe  anfwer  he  deferibes. 
What  be  has  offered  upon' the  King’s  fuprema- 
cy,  page  49,  and  three  or  four  pages  onwards, 
looks  the  moft  this  way  ;  and  this,  I  conjedturc, 
is  what  he  refers  to :  But  it  is  far,  very  far, 
from  being  an  anfwer  to ‘all  that  was  faid’  in 
fupport  of  the  prefent  objeflion.  This  I  ilrall 
now  endeavour  to  make  evident  to  the  reader ; 
and  may  venture,  in  the  doing  of  it,  to  engage 
his  attention  for  a  while,  without  being  charged 
with  keeping  out  of  fight  the  grand  point  in 
controverfy. 

The  plan  fays,  ‘The  Bifhops  to  be  fent  to 
America  lhall  have  no  authority,  but  purely  of 
a  fpiritual  and  ecclefiaflical  nature,  fuch  as  is  de¬ 
rived  ALTOGETHER  from  the  CHURCH,  and 
not  from  the  state.  The  objeftion  againft 
this  plan  is,  ‘  The  church  of  England  knows 
no  fuch  Bifhops,  nor  can  they,  in  confiflency 
with'  its  conftitutioR,  be  fent  to  the  Colonies.* 
And  why  ?  Becaufe  the  conftitutional  fupre- 
macy  of  the  King  is  fuch,  that  there  can  be  no 
Bifhops  Without  his  licence  for  their  eleftion  ; 
nor,  when  eledled,  and  confccrated,  can  they 
exercife  any  authority, not  in  purely  fpiritual  mat¬ 
ters,  but  Bv  and  unber  him,  and  within  the 
limits  that  have  been  pointed  out  by  the  state. 
They  may  not  vary  a  title  in  any  one  thing  per¬ 
taining  to  the  exercife  of  their  authority.  How 
then  can  their  authority  be  altocether  from 
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the  CHURCH,  not  from  the  state  ?  If,  con- 
fiftently  with  the  confliiution,  they  can  ex- 
crcife  no  authority,  as  ofiicers  in  the  church 
of  England,  but  by  and  under,  the  King 
as  SUPREME  Governor,  and  in  exad  confor¬ 
mity  to  the  ORDERS  of  the  STATE,  how  is  it 
pofiible  their  authority  fliould  be  ‘  fuch  as  is 
ALTOGETHER  from  the  CHURCH, not  at  all  from 
the  STATE  f  This,  to  ordinary  underftandings, 
looks  very  like  a  direft  contradiction.  In  this 
way  of  ^arguing  the  objedtion  was  largely  fup- 
porced. 

Let  us  now  fee,  whether  wh^t  the  Doclor 
has  offered  upon  the  King’s  fupremacy  is  ‘  a  full 
anfwer  to  all  that  has  been  here  i'a'id.’  He 
has  cited  the  thirty-fe^^enth  article  of  the 
church  ot  England,  which  contains  her  doc¬ 
trine  of  the  King’s  lupreniacy  ;  he  has  cited  al- 
fo  the  Queen's  injundiions  to  which  this  arucle 
refers  :  But,  it  is  to  be  particularly  ob.fcrved,  in 
his  whole  arguing  upon  this  point,  he  attenipti 


xo  prove  no  tnoic  than  this,  that  ‘  the  church 
was  believed  to  have  certaia  powers  of  a  fpi- 
ritual  nature,  which  this  fjpremacy  does  not  in¬ 
clude,  and  wiiich  our  Princes  are  fo  far  from 
pretending  to  convey,  that  all  manner  of  right 
to  oiercife  them,  in  their  ovrn  perfons,  is  there¬ 
in  formally  and  exprelslv  difclaimed,’  That 
this  is  what  be  endeavoured  to  prove,  is  made 
iadifputably  clear  from  the  manner  in  which  he 
illufcrates  his  argument.  Says  lie,  ^  Let  it  be 
conlidercd,  that  every  man  is,  in  fome  fenfe,  a 
King  in  his  own  boufe  and  family  ;  and  no  cler- 
gymian  has  a  right  to  come  into  it  to  perform 
any  ecclefiaftical  offices,  to  adminiftcr  bapdfm 
for  inflance,  without  his  }eave  and  confent. 
Upon  him  it  altogether  depends^  whether  the 
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Clergyman  fliall  have  a  proper  and  lawful  au¬ 
thority  to  perform  this  office  in  his  family.' 
Butisic  not  evident,  that  the  giving  him  ihac 
authority  is  a  very  different  thing,  froiii  inveffing 
him  with  the  general  power  to  adminifter  the 
Lcraments  ?  In  like  manner,  as  a  Kingdom  may 
be  confidered  as  a  large  family,  the  King  is  the 
political  father  of  this  family  ;  and  as^fuch  is  fu- 
preme  over  all  perfons  belonging  to  it,  whether 
fpiritual  or  temporal.  And  without  his  confent 
or  authority,  no  Bifliop,  or  ecclefiaflical  perfon, 
can  lawfully  officiare  within  his  dominions.  But 
the  giving  this  audiority,  by  commiffivon,  or  la 
any  other  way,  does  not  convey  to  any  man  his 
facred  character  ^  .but  always  fuppofes  him  to 
have  been  previoufly  invciled  with  it,  by  virtue 
of  a  commiliiori  from  CHRIST/  What  the 
Do/tor  has  here  faid,  by  way  of  iiluflration,  is 
highly  exceptionable,  and  ferves  little  to  any 
other  purpofe  than  to  make  it  certain,  that  all 
he  aims  at  proving  is  only  this, that,  notwithftand- 
ing  the  King's  fupremacy,  it  is  from  CHRIST, 
"not  the  King,  that  the  authority  of  Bifliops,  as 
fuch,  in  the  church  of  England,  is  conveyed  to 
them.  It  is,  with  me,  beyond  all  doubt,  that 
his  labor  upon  this  head  is  altogether  in  vain* 
The  Queen's  words,  in  her  injunctions,  as  quo« 

.  ted  by  the  Doctor,  are  thefe,  ‘  Her  Majefty  nei¬ 
ther  doth,  nor  ever  will,  challenge  any  autho¬ 
rity,  other  than  that  was  challenged  and  lately 
ufed  by  the  faid  noble  Kings  of  famous  memo- 
ry,  King  Htnry  the  Eighth,  and  King  Edward 
the  Sixth,  which  is,  and  was  of  antienr  time, 
due  to  th&  imperial  Crown  of  this  Realm  '  Whae 
now  is  the  authority  that  was  challenged  and 
ufed  by  thefe  noble  Kings?  It  is  nothing  fkori: 
of  this  s  were  veiled  v/ith  ^all  power 
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to  exercife  all  mantner  of  jurirdiftion  ;  anti 
that  Arch- B? (hops,  Bifnops,  Arch-Deacons,  and 
other  ccclefiaftical  perfoos,  have  no  Mx^nnsr 
of  juriididlion  ecclcfiaftical  but  by  and  under 
flic  Ling  s  Majesty,  who  hath  full  power  and 
authonry  to  hear  and  determine  all  manner 
or  canies  ecclesiastical,  and  to  reform  and 
corre<!:t  all  vice,  fin,  errors,  herefies,  enormities, 
aoUiCS  whatfoever,  which,  by  manner  of 
Sx^jRiTUAL  AUTHORITY  or  jurifdidtion,  ought 
or  maybelawfully  reformed.  ^  Who  that  be¬ 
lieves  (uch  power  is  veiled  in  the  King,  as  fu- 
prtme  head  of  the  cuiircb,  can,  at  the  fame  time, 
believe,  that  the  authority  of  Bilhops,  in 
tneir  ecclefiafiica!  characler,  is  altogether 
from  the  church,  not  from  the  state  ?  If 
the  Dodtor  fhouid  be  able  to  prove  this  to  be 
within  the  compafs  of  poffibiiity,  he  would  dif- 
cover  a  far  higher  reach  of  thought  than  he 
has  ever  yet  done.  But  we  have  no  need  to 
enlarge  htre.  Sliould  it  be  fuppofed,  not  grant¬ 
ed,  that  the  authority  of  Bifhops  does  not  flo^ 
from  -the  Crown,  but  from  the  church,  which 
is  the  utmoil  the  Dodlor  has  endeavoured  to 
prove,  it  will  not  follow  from  hence,  that  be  has 
anfwered,  or  fo  much  as  attempred  to  anfwer, 

^  ail  that  is  faid  in  fuppord  of  the  objeflion  in 
debarr.  Dare  he  fay,  that  the  authority  of  the 
clergy  of  the  church  of  England^  whether  fupe- 
ricr  or  inferior,  let  him  derive  it  from  what 
fource  he  pleafes,  can  be  confticutionally  exerci- 
led  in  any  one  inilance,  but  as  pointed  out  by  the 
^  King; 

^  Vic].  Burn%  ecclcfiaftical  law,  under  the  word,yx^- 
premacy^  wherein  the  feveral  aefts  of  Parliament  re- 
Jarive  to  this  fubjc£l,  in  the  reign  of  Henry  the 
Eighth  and  Edward  the  Sixth  are  cited. 
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or  government 


King  and  Parliament  ?  Can  the  wh^le  CKmgy 
of  England,  with  all  the  pov;er  they  are  veiled 
with  from  CHRIST,  make  the  lead  alteratiori 
in  the  eftablillied  form  oi  i^orfnip,  ordination. 


one  thing. 


thefe  molt  important  religious  points,  that  they 
can  depart  or  vary  from  ?  If  now  their  autho¬ 


rity,  as  to  ITS  EXERCISE,  is  intirely  under 


the  diredion,  rcltrainr,  and  fovereign  controul 
of  the  Kinp  and  Parliament,  how  groisly  ab- 
furd  mud  it  be  to’propofe  the  rriiffion  of  Biihops, 
with  fuch  authority  only,  as  is  altogether 
from  the  church,  and  not  at  all  from  the 


state  ?  There  are  no  luch  Biiliops  in 


the 


church  of  England,  nor  can  there  be  till  the 
King  is  deprived  of  that  fupremacy,  which  has 
been  granted  to  him  by  ads  of  Parliament, 
and  the  prefent  ecclefiaftical  ellablirnmeat  is  ci¬ 
ther  .nullified,  or  effentialiy  altered.'  It  will  not 
be  ^in  the  power  of  the  Doftor  fully  to  an« 
fwer  ‘all  that  has  been  faid  %  until  he  has  in- 
telligiby  informed  us,  how  that  authoriry  is 
ALTOGETHER  from  tlic  CHURCH,  and  not  from 
the  STATE,  which  can  be  exercifed,  neither 
in  the  affair  of  worfhip,  -  ordination,  govern¬ 
ment,  or  difeipline,  but  ly  and  under  the 
guidance,  controul,  and  fovere-ignly  prcfciibed 
order,  not  of  the  church,  but  of  the  state; 
This  is  his  proper  bufineff' — This  he  flioUld 
have  undertaken  in  his  reply  eo  this  ob- 
jedion — And  this  is  ftill  incumbent  on  him, 
if  he  v/ouid  entertain  the  ieaPe  hope,  upon 
juft  grounds,  of  fupperting  lb  ftrange  a  pro- 
polal  as  that  of  the  miftion  of  fuch  Bi(li*:^ps  to 
America,  as  are  unknown  eo  the  church  of  En¬ 
gland,  and  cannot  be  fenc  but  upon  the  fubver- 
fion,  or  great  alteration,  of  the  prefent  ecclefi- 
afticai  eftabhftamca:. 
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I  SHALL  only  add,  the  objeftion  in  debate 
was  enforced  by  obfcrving,  ‘  That  this  depen- 
dance  on  the  STATE,  notwithiianding  the  de« 
fired  authority  altogether  from  thecHURCH, 
is  the  true  fource  of  ai!  the  hardiliips  and  grie¬ 
vances,  on  account  of  the  want  of  Billiops  in 
America,  that  have  been  fo  bitterly  complain¬ 
ed  of.  Did  Bifhops  of  die  churcii  of  England 
no  more  depend  on  the  state,  than  our  mi- 
niftcfs  do,  the  cpifcopal  churches  here  might 
as  well  be-fupplied  witii  Bifliops,  as  our’s  are 
with  Faftorsf  &cr.  To  all  which  the  Doftor 
has  no  where  dropped  a  word,  though  he  has 
^  fuliy  anfwered  rdi  tiuic  \yas  faidd  k  certainly 
looks  as  though  he  did  not  know  what  to  fay,  or 
he  would  have  faid  that  which  would  have  had 
a  better  tendency  to  ferve  his  caufe. 

OsjECTioN. IV.  ‘Vve  are  in  principle,  againft; 
sii  civil  cfcabliilHiients  in  religion  ^  and  as  v/e  do 
not  defire  any  fjch  eftabliflirnent  in  fupport  of 
our  own  religious  ftniiments,  ,or  praflice,  Ve 
cannot  rcafonably  be  blamed,  if  we  arc  not  dif- 


pofed  to  encourage  one  in  favour  of  the  epifeopai 
Colonifts'’  The  Dodor  obferves  upon  this, 
®  if  by  We,  I  mean  ihofe  of  the  congregational 
pcrfuafion  in  New-Engiand  in  general,  the  ob- 
jeclion  contains  an  article  of  intelligence  that  is 
to  him  NEW.’  Nothing  more  follows  from  hence, 
than  that  he  informed  of  fomethinn:  he  did 

w 

not  know  before.  But  though  he  would  affed  to 
be  ignorant  of  a  real  truth,  he  is  free  to  declare 
his  faith  in  an  inuginary  one,  namely,  ‘  That  a 
large  majority  of  the  feverai  perfuafions,  ex* 
cepting  the  people  called  Quakers,  notwith- 
flanding  the  declarations  that  have  been  publifli- 
ed  againft  edablifliments  in  the  grofs,  had  ah 
ways  a  referve  in  favour  of  the  eftabli&ment  of 

their 
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their  own  religion.’  Was  it  to  the  purpofe  of 
the  prclent  argument,  I  could  eafily,  notv/ich- 
flandlng  ‘  the  hiftorical  accounts,  and  authentic 
anecdotes,  in  the  Dodior’e  poffeffion/  make  ic 
appear,  with  a  meridian  luftre,  ‘  That  thc  Pu¬ 
ritans,  in  the  reign  of  Queen  Elifahcth^  are  in- 
jurioiifiy  mirreprefentecl  in  what  he  has  here 
given  us  ‘  from  Maddox\  anfwerro  NeaL^  And 
he  muft  not  cake  it  amifs,  if  1  tell  him,  that  we 
are  not  furprifed  at  his  endeavouring  to  unco¬ 
ver  the  nakednefs  ‘  of  his  anceftors,’  as  he  is  a 
DESERTER  from  that  great  cause  which 
broughc  them  over  to  this  then  defolate  land  : 
Nor  IS  It  beyond  what  we  expeded,  to  find  hhii, 
and  many  of  the  Society’s  Mifiionaries,  ,who  are 
either  profelhes  themfelves,  or  the  [ons  of  pro-> 
/elites,  fired  with  extraordinary  zeal  in  propa¬ 
gating  high-church  principles.  This  has  all  a» 
long  been  the  way,  on  this  fide  the  Atlantic,  ia 
which  converts  to  the  church,  efpecially  clerica! 
ones,  have  endeavoured  to  give  proof  of  the  fin- 
cerity  of  their  converfion. 

He  now  comes  to  the  point  in  debate,  and 
agrees  with  me,  ‘  That  if  1,  and  thofe  of  my  per- 
fuafion,  donotdefirean  eftabliiliment  in  fupport 
of  our  religious  fentiments,  we  cannot  be  rea- 
fonably  blamed,  if  wc  are  not  difpofed  to  en¬ 
courage  one  in  favour  of  the  cpifcopal  Colo- 
niftsd  But  fays  he,  ‘  What  has  ttfC  cafe  of  re¬ 
ligious  tflablillimenrs  to  do  with  the  American 
Epilcopate,  which  has  been  offered  to  the  Pub¬ 
lic  ?’  He  knew,  or  might  have  known,  that  the 
objection  fuppofed  they  had  a  great  deal  to  do 
with  it  ;  and,  inftead  of  afKing  fuch  a  ncedlefs 
quefiion,  he  fliould  have  evinced,  upon  the  foot 
of  folid  argument,  that  thej  had.  no  connedion 
with,  gr  relation  to,  each  other.  But  he  con¬ 
tents 
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tents  himfelf  with  only  going  on  aiking,  *  Does 
this  plan  propofcan  cflabiifhmentof  the  church 
It  undoubtedly  does.  ‘  Will  the  execution  of  it 
imply, or  amount  to,  any  fuch  thing  ?’  Yes  ;  or  it 
can  never  be  carried  intoexecntion.  ‘Will  the  in- 
troduclion  of  Bifliops,  who  fhall  have  no  authority, 
but  purely  of  a  fpiritual  and  ecclefiaftical  nature, 
fuch  as  is  derived  altogether  from  the  church, 
and  not  from  the  Hate  ;  [and  fo  on  to  the  con- 
clufion  of  the  plan  ;]  I  fay,  will  the  introdadi- 
on  of  fuch  Bifliops  as  thefe  amount  to  an  efta- 
bliihment  ?'  Nay,  can  It  have  any  more  afpedt 
againft  the  civil  or  religious  privileges  of  the 
Colonifts,  than  againft  thofs  of  the  Crim  Tar- 
Surely  the  Dodor  could  not  but  know, 
before  he  aficed  thefe  queftions,  that  it  was  only 
afking,  whether  we  thought  there  was  any 
weight,  or  force,  in  the  produced  objedtion. 
How  unaccountable  therefore  is  it,  that  he  could 
imagine,  that  he  had  faid  any  thing  to  the  pur- 
pole,  by  barely  putting  thefe  queftions  !  They 
are  really  nothing  more  than  fo  many  ftrongly 
exp:  ejGTed  affirmations  :  and  will  be  call  this  argu¬ 
ing  ?  He  propofed,  that  every  objedtion  ffiould 
be  fairly  debated  before  the  tribunal  of  the 
Public  *,  but,  inftead  of  debating  upon  this,  he 
roundly  and  repeatedly  affirms,  by  way  of  que¬ 
ry,  that  it  has  no  validity  in  it.  His  proper 
work  was,  to  make  it  clearly  evident,  by  good 
reafoning,  that  the  propofed  plan  did  not  imply 
an  eftabiithment,  and  that  it  could,  withoin  one, 
be  carried  into  cffedl  ;  she  contrary  to  which 
vAll,  without  all  doubt,  be  found  the  truth  cf 
fad,  if  ever  this  plan  takes  place.  If  it  ffiould, 
it  muft  be  by  the  conftitution  of  a  new  church 
cf  England  in  the  Colonits  ;  but  how  this 
can  be  clfeded  without  an  cftabliffimcnCjaccord- 
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ing  to  the  true  idea  of  this  word,  no  one,  unlefs 
it  be  the  Dodor,  can  explain.  This  is  what  h® 
ought  to  have  done  in  anfwer  to  the  prefenC 
objedion  ;  and  until  we  are  thus  favoured,  we 
ihall  take  the  liberty  to  think,  we  are  perfcdly 
confident  with  ourfelves,  while  we  are  not  dif- 
pofed  to  encourage  the  planned  epifcopal  efta- 
blifhmenr,  as  we  defire  no  eftablifhment  of  our 
own  mode  of  religious  goVcrnmenr,  or  difci- 
pline. 

The  Dodor  now  gives  us  a  curious  fpecimen 
of  his  talent  at  nice,  ttrid:,  clofe  reafoning.  I 
had  faid, '  It  does  not  appearto  us,  that  CHRIST 
has  entrufted  the  date  with  a  right  to  make 
religious  edablidiments.  If  the  date  in  England 
has  this  delegated  authority,  mud  it  not  be 
owned,  that  the  date  in  China,  in  Turkey/,  iri 
Spain,  mud  have  this  authority  alfo  ?  What 
fliould  make  the  difference  in  the  eye  of  true 
reafon  ?  Hath  the  dare  in  England  been  didin- 
guifhed  by  Heaven  by  any  peculiar  grant,  be¬ 
yond  the  date  in  other  Countries  ?  If  it  has, 
let  the  grant  be  produced.  If  it  has  nor,  all 
dates  have,  in  common,  the  fame  auihority. 
And  as  they  mud  fcverally  be  fuppofed  to  exert 
this  authority  in  edablifhments  conformable  to 
their  own  fentiments  in  religion  ;  what  can  the 
confequence  be,  but  infinite  damage  fo  the 
caufe  of  GOD,  and  true  religion  ?  And  fuch  in 
fadt  has  been  the  confequence  of  thefe  edablifli- 
mencs,  in  all  ages,  and  in  all  places’.  Some  of 
thefe  bad  confequences  were  then  particularly 
mentioned.  Let  us  now  fee  the  Doftor’s  reafon- 
ing  to  invalidate  what  was  thus  offered  againft 
the  right  of  dates  to  make  religious  edablidi- 
iBents.  Says  he,  ‘The  fame  argument  with 
which  the  Doftor  endeavours  to  overthrow  it 
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[  this  right  of  ftatcs]  is  as  forcible  againft  the 
right  of  private  judgment.  This  v;ill  evidently 
appear  from  the  following  experiment.  If  a 
perfon  in  England  has  this  rights  muft  it  not  be 
owned  that  a  perfon  in  China,  in  Turkey,  in 
Spain,  muft  have  it  alfo%  and  fo  on,  applying 
what  I  had  offered  againfl:  the  right  of  jiates  to 
make  religious  ellabiifhments,  to  the  right  of 
private  judgment  *,  as  though  the  argument  was 
equally  forcible  againft  the  latter  as"  the  former* 
But  furely  the  Doctor  does  not  believe,  that  the 
right  of  fates  to  make  religious  cftablifhments 
is  as  clearly  and  indubitably  a  grant  from  GOD, 
as  the  right  of  private  judgment  !  And  if  he  does 
not,  what  doth  his  arguing  prove  ?  The  cafes 
muft  be  Darallel,  or  the  reafoning  from  the  one 
to  the  other  cannot  beconclufive.  Icjs  allowed, 
the  bad  eifefts  that  follow  from  the  exercife  of 
private  judgment  are  no  proof,  that  men  have  not 
univerfaliy  a  right  to  judge  for  theniftlves.  And 
wiiy  ?  Becaufe  they  have  this  rigrot  granted  to 
them  by  GOD  himfelf,  and  we  aie  as  lure  of  it 
as  that  he  has  granted  them  any  other  right 
whatever.  Is  the  cafe  the  fame  w^ith  rerpedf  to 
the  right  of  f^tes  to  make  religious  eftablifti- 
ments  ?  Is  not  their  pretended  founded  en® 
tireiy  on  its  fuppofed  connedio^n  with  the  real 
intereil  of  religion  d  It  is  therefore  a  good  argu¬ 
ment  againft  this  rights  though  none  at  all  againil 
the  right  of  private  judgment^  that,  inftead  of 
being  advantageous,  it  has  been  infinitely  hurt¬ 
ful  to  the  caufe  of  GOD,  and  true  virtue.  The 
religion  of  jefus,  in  particular,  has  fufftred 
more  from  the  exercife  of  this  pretended  right, 
tham from  all  other  caufes  put  together;  and 
it  is,  with  me,  paft  all  doubt,  that  it  will  never 
be  rellored  to  its  primitive  purity,  fimplicity^' 
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and  glory,  until  religious  eftablirnments  are  fo 
brought  down  as  to  be  no  more.  In  fhort, 
when  the  Doftor  fhall  make  it  evident,  that  the 
Jlate-right  we  are  confidering  ftands  upon  the 
fame  bottom,  and  is  as  inconteftably  a  grant 
from  GOD,  as  the  right  of  private  judgment^  we 
Ihall  then  allow,  that  the  bad  confcquences  flow¬ 
ing  from  the  exercife  of  thefe  rights  are  as  for‘=’ 
ciblc  an  argument  againft  the  one  as  the  other, 
that  is,  no  argument  at  all  \  but,  until  then  we 
fnall  think  this  arguing  altogether  belov/  one, 
who  would  be  elteemed  a  gentleman  endowed 
with  a  good  capacity  for  rcaioning.  I  am  obli¬ 
ged  to  fay,  the  Do6lor  feems  to  have  no  great  ta¬ 
lent  at  anfwering  objedlons,  or  has  been  unac¬ 
countably  carelefs  in  the  doing  of  it.  Inftead  of 
recommending  to  the  reader  what  has  bcea 
wrote  againft  religious  eflahlijhments^  1  would  ad- 
vile  him  to  confult  his  own  rcafon,  and  to  pay* 
a  regard  to  the  dictates  of  common  sense,  and 
he  need  not  then  feat  being  led  afide  eiiher  by 
‘Bifliop  Warhurton\  alliance  between  the  church 
and  the  ftate,  or  Dr.  Stebbing*^  eflay  concerning 
civil  government,  or  Dr.  FLogerh  vindication  of 
the  civil  eftabliftmient,  or  Bifhop  EUys  on  fpi- 
rjtual  liberty,  or  a  late  elegant  elTay  on  efta» 
blifhmcnts  in  religion,  in  anfwtr  to  the  confef- . 
fionah* 

Objection  V.  ^  The  church  of  England  in 
the  Colonics,  in  its  comparative  low  ftate,  in¬ 
ftead  of  an  Epifeopate,  upon  this  plan,  or  any 
ocher,  needs  rather  the  charitable  affiftancc  of  its 
friends  to  fupport  its  prefent  Minifters,  and 
others  that  arc  ftill  wanted.*  The  reply  be¬ 
gins,  ‘  The  Doflor  forgets  that  the  church  of 
England,  in  feveral  of  the  Colonics,  is  not  in 
that  comparative  low  ftate  he  fpcaks  of  j  but  is 

T  able 

¥  ^  * 


'14^  REPLY  TO  THE 

/ 

abiC  to  fupport,  and  does  fopport,  its  Minifters 
^  general  as  amply  as  any  fee  of  Clergymen  are 
iupperred  in  the  Bricifh  dominions/  This  I  did 
not  forgetj  though  1  took  no  notice  of  it,  for  this 
good  realon,  becaufe  it  did  not  appear,  that 
the  church  of  England  in  any  of  thefe  Colonies 
)£iC  complained  for  Wtinc  of  Bifhops,  or  were 
diipofed  to  petition  for  them.  The  only  com- 
plainers  and  petitioners  are  refidents  in  the  other 
Colonies,  where  the  church  of  England  is  in  the 
comparatively  low  flate  that  was  reprefented. 
K’either  Clergy,  nor  Laity  in  the  Colonies 
Vvfieie  epilcopal  jMiniflers  are  fo  ^  amply  fup- 
ported,’  have  made  any  dir,  that  we  know  of, 
about  the  want  of  Bifhops,  or  fignified  their  de- 
lire  of  their  miffion.  But,  fays  the  Doftor, 
Suppofing  the  church  throughout  the  Colonies 
needed  tne  charitable  alTiilance  of  its  friends  to 
lupport  its  Minifters,  yet  this  would  be  no  proof 
that  it  does  not  need  alfo  an  Epifeopate/  If 
it  would  be  no  proof  of  this,  itv^ould  fully  prove, 
that  the  epifeopa!  Clergy,  in  the  Colonics,  are 
boundlefs  m  their  defires  of  charity.  One  would 
think,  jhe  amazing  furn  that  is  annually,  and 
charitably,  expended  in  lupporting  Miffionaries, 
might  iatisfy  the  flurdied  beggars,  without  han¬ 
kering  after  as  much  more  charity  as  would  be 
fufficient  for  the  fupport  of  Biflaops,  Befides, 
they  cannot  have  Bifhops,  upon  the  propofed 
plan,  unlels  the  church  of  England  is,  by  the 

ftate,  differently  condituced  here  from  what  it 
IS  at  home. 

I  HAD  faid,  ^  In^ North-Carolina,  the  religious 
date  of  things,  by  all  accounts,  is  deplorably 
iad  They  have  few,  very  few,  Miniders  to  of¬ 
ficiate  in  gofpcl-adminidrations.  That  charity, 
which  might  be  fufficient  lor  the  maintenance  of 
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as  many  Miffionaries  as  would  be  needful  there,', 
would  be  fwallowed  up  by  one  Bifhop  only. 
And  would  this  tend  fo  much  to  the  honour  of 
GOD,  and  the  good  of  fouls,  as  if  it  was  ex¬ 
pended  in  fupporc  of  millions  that  are  really  ne- 
ceffary  ?’  Upon  this  the  Doctor  cries  out,  ‘  It 
is  furprizing  to  fee  vdiat  advantages  are  claimed 
by  lome  people  !  How  they  can  make  ufe  of 
the  lame  argument  to  different  purpofes  !  When 
other  ends  are  to  be  anlwored,  the  writers 
againll  the  church  can  tel!  us,  that  the  Society 
have  no  power  to  apply  their  funds  to  other 
nlcs  than  were  intended  by  the  donors~But 
now  an  Epifeopateis  in  view,  it  is  thought  reafona- 
bie  and  jail:  chat  the  Society  fhould  alienate  a 
fund,  more  ftridUy  appropriated  to  a  particular 
ufe  than  any  ocher  in  their  power,  (for  this  may 
be  truly  laid  of  the  fund  for  the  lupport  ofAme- 
rican  Bidiops)  and  expend  it  upon  Milfionaries 
to  be  lent  to  Carolina,  and  other  places,  provi¬ 
ded  always,  that  fuch  places^  are  at  .a  due  diE 
tance  from  New-Englandf  It  is  not  cafy  to 
conceive,  what  could  'give  occafion'  for  this 
itrange  remark.  Not  a  word  was  laid  of  the 
fund  appropriated  for  the  fupport  of  Americaa 
Biihops,  or  of  the  Society’s  expending  one  far¬ 
thing  of  this  fund  toother  ufes  than  were  intend¬ 
ed  by  the  donors.  It  was  only  laid  in  gene¬ 
ral,  ‘  That  charity  which  might  be  fufficient  for 
the  maintenance  of  as  many  Miffionaries  as 
were  v/anred  would  be  nvailowed  up  by  one  Bi- 
fliop  only/  Has  the  Society  nothing  put  into 
their  hands  for  the  fuppo't  of  ihe  gefpei  in 
America,  btlides  what  is  appropriated  for  the 
fupport  of  Bifliops  here  ?  And  as  the  fund  lor 
the  lupport  of  American  Biihops  is  infuflicienr, 
migiuiioi:  ihe  Society,  withiidffiiLy  ,10  foeir  iru.U 
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in  the  Do6l:or’s  opinion,  make  up  this  deficient 
cy,  fhould  Bifhops  be  fent  ?  This,  and  this  on¬ 
ly,  is  what  I  had  in  view.  And  as  Miffiona- 
ries  were  peculiarly  v/anted  in  Carolina,  and 
-other  places,  it  was  fuppoied,  and  I  believe,  up* 
oh  juft  grounds,  that  it  would  be  more  for  the 
honour  ol  GOD,  it  Ihoujd  be  expended  this 
v/ay;  than  in  (uppoiring  Bifhops.  What  the 
Doftor  has  here  iaid  is  therefore  quite  aliene 
from  what  was  really  intended,  nor  in  the  lead 
an  anfwer  to  it.  Had  he  looked  within,  I  can 
icarce  think  his  coiiicience  would  have  fuffered 
hmi  to  infinuate,  that  1  fpake  of  miffions  to  Ca- 
roHnaj  becaule  at  ^  a  due  diftance  from  New* 
England.'  ilc  k  nows,  that  the  cxprefsly  nam¬ 
ed  ohjedt  of  the  Soeieltds  care  is,  the  miffion  of 
dcrgynlcn  for  the  adminillraiion  of  the  word 


7^  H 


lacramcats  in  thoic  Colonics,  where  there 
was  no  provhion  ar  all,  or  a  mean  one,  for  the 
pubiick  worfliip  of  GOD.  And  he  mull  know 
likewife,  unlefs  he  is  ftrangely  ignorant,  that 
Carolina  is  the  Colony,  if  there  any  one  oa 
the  American  Continent,  where,  as  we  have  of¬ 
ten  been  told  in  the  focietydermons,  they  had 
Icarcely  any  form  of  public  v/orftiip  ;  where  even 
the  lord’s  day  was  hardly  diftinguifhcd  from 
other  days,  but  by  greater  idlenefs  and  profane- 
nefs  ;*and  where  baptifm  and  the  LORD’s  fup- 
per  were  fcarccly  known  to  be  adminiftred. 
Why  then  would  he  fuggeft,  that  I  mentioned 
Carolina,  becaufe  ‘  duly  diftant  from  New-En- 
gland  He  has  not  herein  difeovered  that 
chnftian  concern  for  the  propagation  of  the  gof- 
pel,  according  to  the  acknowledged  defign  of 
the  Society’s  charter,  which  might  have  been 
expcdled  from  a  Mifiionary  in  virtue  of  it.  He 
adds,  ‘  As  the  Society  have  never  afted  the  pare 
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of  unfaithful  ftevvards,  in  other  cafes,  we  can  be 
under  no  apprchenfions  that  they  will  in  this/ 
I  fay  not,  that  they  have  afted  an  unfaithful  part.J 
but  this  I  will  fay,  it  is  the  real  truth  of  fa£t,  to 
whatever  caufe  it  may  be  owing,  that  they  havfc 
employed  few  Miffionaries,  next  to  none,  in 
Carolina,  where  they  were  moft  needed,*  and 
nuiltiplied  them  where  there  was  little,  if  any 
need  at  all  of  them  ;  and  in  Tome  places  they 
ha  ve  lupported,  and  are  ftill  fupporting  them, 
where  the  churches  to  whom  they  minifter  are 
abundantly  able,  without  any  affiftance  from 
them,  to  fupport  the  gofpel.  And  though 
guarding  the  Colonifts  againft,  or  delivering 
them  from,  the  delufions  and  fuperftitions  of 
Popery,  is  one  eflcntial  part  of  the  bufinefs  of 
the  Society,  as  pointed  out  in  their  charterj  they 
have  lo  ftrangely  negleiSted  Canada,  which,  ever 
fince  the  conclufion  of  the  laft  war,  has  been  a 
Province  in  fubjedion  to  the  Britilh ‘Crown,  as 
to  give  occafion  for  a  letter  to  therri,  froni  the 
Chaplain  to  the  garrifon  at  Montreal,  whefeiri 
he  fays,  ^  ^  That  the  Rofnirti  Priefts  avail 
themfelves  greatly  of  the  negleded  ftate  of  the 
church  of  England  in  thofe  parts  ;  perfuadi'ng 
the  Canadians,  that  we  have  not  religion  16 
much  at  heart  as  they/  Let  the  impartial 
Public  judge,  whether  it  would  not  be  a  much 
ftronger  argument  of  the  Society’s  faithfulneft 
as  ftew'ards,  to  take  efFcdual  care  that  Carolina 
and  Canada  have  a  full  fupply  of  Miffionaries, 
rather  than  New^England,  New-York,  the  Jer- 
fies,  or  Pennfylvania,  where  there  is  no  pretence 

of 
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/  Abftrad  of  the  proceedings  of  the  Society,  annex¬ 
ed  to  the  fociety-fermon  preached  Feb,  17,  1769, 
by  the  Bifliop  of  Brill  oh 


[150 


EPLY  TO  THE 


of  'any  want  of  them,  but  meerly  to  uphold  a 
different  mode  of  adminiftratioh  in  one  and  the 
fame  religion. 

I  HAD  faid,  ‘  As  to  the  Colonies,  extending 
from  Pennfylvania  to  the  northermoft  bounds 
of  the  Maffachufetts-Province,  notwithftanding 
the  pious  care  of  the  Society  at  home,  and  the 
vafl  charity  they  have  been  annually  expending 
in  favour  of  the  church  of  England,  from  their 
firft  incorporation  to  this  day,  it  has  grown  but 
little  in  comparifon  with  the  other  denominati¬ 
ons  .of  chriftians,  not  having  got  as  yet  beyond 
its  infant  ftatc.’  Says  the  Doctor  in  reply,  ‘  I 
conceive  he  muft  be  miftakcn  as  to  the  fad.  In 
Pennfylvania,  New-Jerfey,  and  New-York,  I 
will  not  be  pofitive  that  the  church  has  encrealed 
beyond  the  proportion  of  other  denominations 
for  fifty  years  pall— But  in  the  New-England 
Colonies  k  appears,  from  good  accounts,  that 
the  church  has  confiderably  increafed  ;  and  that 
the  number  of  its  profeffors  at  this  day  bears  a 
,  greater  proportion  to  the  number  of  inhabi¬ 
tants,  than  it  ever  has  done  before.  I  may  be 
miftaken  with  regard  to  fome  of  tho  New-En- 
gland  Colonies  :  Ele  has  hitherto  fpoken 

cautioufly,  biu  not  like  one  who  appears  to  have 
a  fufficient  acquaintance  witH  the  real  truth  of 
fad.  Upon  the  itrideft  examination,  it  would 
be  found,  that  the  increafe  of  other  denomina¬ 
tions,  beyond  the  increafe  of  Epilcopalians,  is 
greater  in  New-England,  chan  in  New-York, 
New-Jerfey,  or  Pennfylvania  ;  and  this  greater 
increafe  is  rapidly  going  on  in  all  the  Colonics 
that  conflituce  what  is  called  New-Eneland,  ex- 
cepting  the  Colony  of  Conncdicur,  in  which 
there  has  been  the  greaieit  increafe  of  the 
church  of  England  ^  but  there  is  nothing  ‘  amaz- 

i«g 


'  APPEAL  D  EFENDED.’  151 

ing/  as  the  Doftor’s  epithet  is,  in  this  increafe  : 
Nor  had  he  the  leaft  reafon  to  go  on  faying,  *  I 
cannot  at  prefent  recolleft  an  example,  in  any 
age  or  country,  wherein  fo  great  a  proportion  of 
profelites  has  been  made  to  any  religion  in  fo 
fliort  a  time,  as  has  been  made  to  the  church  of 
England  in  the  weftern  divifion  of  that  populous 
Colony  ;  unlefs  where  the  power  of  miracles, 
or  the  arm  of  the  Magiftratc,  was  exerted  to  pro¬ 
duce  that  effe£t/  Notwithftanding  the  hyper¬ 
bolical  mode  in  which  theDoftor  here  flourifhes, 
there  are  not  one  tenth  part  fo  many  Epifco- 
palians,  even  in  the  weitern  divifion  of  CoO’^ 
neftiCLir,  as  there  have  been  fterling  pounds  ex^ 
pended  m  order  to  profclite  them  :  Nor  are 
there  more  epifcopal  churches  in  all  the  New-* 
England  Colonies,  than  there  have  been  thou- 
fands  of  pounds  flerling  fpent  to  found  and  fup- 
port  them.  And  they  are,  by  far  the  greater 
part  of  them,  not  excepting  thofe  in  the  above- 
mentioned  ‘  weftern  divifion,’  in  fo  weak  and 
low  a  ftate,  that  there  would  be  no  hope  of  their 
continued  exiftence,  if  that  charity  was  withdrawn, 
which,  at  firft,  gave  being  to  them,  and  has  all 
along  fupported  them  in  being  :  Whereas,  the 
churches  of  other  denominations,  without  the 
help  of  charity  from  abroad*,  or  the  expeftatioa 
or  (fcfire  of  any,  are  become  numerous,  and 
continually  increafe  in  number,  beyond  what  has 
been  known  in  any  age,  or  place,  fincc  the  firft 
ages  of  chriftianity, 

I  HAD  fpoken  of  the  church  of  England  here, 
‘as  being  in  its  infancy,  not  able  to  ftand  upon 
its  own  legs,  and  fo  far  from  a  ftate  of  matu¬ 
rity,  as  not  to  make  it  worth  while  for  a  Bifhop 
to  come  here.’  The  Dodor  replies,  ^  infant 
and  feeble  as  fhe  is,  he  has  allowed  that  ftie  may 

be 
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be  270,000  ftrongin  the  Colonies—Now  can  he 
poffibly  think,  when  he  allows  himfrif  time  for 
confideration,  that  the  church  of  England  in 
America,  containing  270,000 members,  in  which 
are  .included  moft  of  the  governors  and  princi¬ 
pal  perfons  in  the  Colonies,  is  fo  inconfiderable, 
that  it  is  not  worth  while  for  a  Biihop  to  take  the 
charge  of  it?’  When!  fuppofed  the  church  of 
England  might  contain  270,000,  1  took  into  the 
computation  all  the  Epifcopalians  on  the  Ameri¬ 
can  Continent.  But  vyhen  I  fpake  of  her  as  in 
‘  an  infant  feeble  Bate,  not  able  to  Band  upon 
her  own  legs,’  my  view  was  (  as  may  be  feen  in 
the  paflages  with  which  thefe  words  are  connect¬ 
ed)  to  her  exiBence  in  the  feven  Colonies,  ex¬ 
tending  from  Pennfylvania  to  the  ottnoB  north- 
eaB  bpunderies  of  the  Maflachufetts-Frovince 
in  all  which,  though  they  contain  by  far  the 
greatcB  number  of  inhabitants  on  this  Conti¬ 
nent,  there  are  not  more  than  26  or  27  thoufand 
profeflbrs  of  the  church  of  England,  who  are 
fcattered  over  an  extent  of  600  miles  in  length, 
and  more  than  an  too  in  breadth.  And  ‘of 
thefe,  (as  was  obferved  in  my  anfwer,  pag.  156, 
to  which  the  Doctor  has  made  no  reply)  it  would 
be  no  wrong  to  the  truth,  if  it  fhould  be  faid,  a 
very  confiderable  part  went  over  to  the  church, 
not  fo  much  upon  lober  inquiry  and  real  princi- 
iple,  as  from  difgufl  at  the  parifli-miniBer,  or 
unhappy  prejudices  arifing  from  the  placing  a 
meeting-houfe,  or  fome  fuch  important  difficul¬ 
ty  in  the  towns  wKere  they  lived.’  In  this  view 
of  the  church  of  England,  which  is  certainly  a 
iuB  one,  what  occafion  i.s  there  for  Bifliops,  at 
IcaB  in  thefe  parts  of  America  ?  I  had  nothing 
to  do  with  the  Colonics  to  j:he  fouthward  of 

Pennfvlvania,  They  have  neither  complained  for 
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want  of  Bifliops,  or  defired  tiiC  mifTioii  of  ihcm. 
When  this  is  the  cafe,  we  fliall  doubtlel's  fiy  rhac 
upon  the  matter,  which  isjufland  reafonablc. 
The  above  delcribcd  fcven  Colonics  only,  contain 
the  complaincrs  and  petitioners  *,  and  as  the  So¬ 
ciety’s  cfdcf  ibUcitude,  as  well  as  charity,  has 
been  laid  out  to  cpifeopife  iliefe  Colonies,  they 
arc  eminently, if  notfolely,  theColonies  for  which 
Bidiops  have  been  (b  earneftly  fought  after.  Rue 
the  churcli  of  Ifngbnd  ninii:  make  a  more  re- 
fpedlable  figure  in  tiiele  Colonies,  before  flie 
may  hope  for  fuch  a  iuperior  order  of  men  as 
Bifhops.  Will  it  become  rheir  d’gnity  to  be 
fupported  by  charity,  and  to  be  placed  at  the 
head  of  churches  fo  dependant  on  charity,  as 
that  if  it  is  withheld,  they  rnufl:,  by  far  the  grea¬ 
ter  part  of  them,  fail  into  noroexiftence  ?  The 
church  (as  the  Doddor  loves  to  call  i(— as  though 
there  was  no  other  church)  muft  wait  until  it 
arrives  at  a  ftate  of  much  greater  maturity,  be¬ 
fore  it  will  be  worth  while  for  Bifhops  to  como 
here.  It  is  acknowledged  the  Governor,  in  moft 
of  thefeColonies,  is  commonly  in  name,  aiiEpif- 
copahan  ;  though  fometimes  deftitute  of  every 
thing  elfe  that  looks  like  religion. — Surely  fuch 
Governors  cannot  be  fuppoled  to  have  much  at 
heart  the  affair  of  an  Epifeopate,  unleft  they 
fhould  view  it  as  connedlcd  with  their  worldly 
intereft  in  one  fliape  or  another.  It  is  quite  rC' 
mote  from  the  truth  to  fay,  that  ^  molt  of  the 
principal  perfons  in  the  Colonies’  are  of  this 
perfuafion,  unlefs  by  principal  perfons  are 
meant,  thofe  who  arc  appoif-ued  to  iheir  civil 
pofts  from  home.  In  general  there  arc  50  prin¬ 
cipal  perfons  to  one,  in  the  Non-epiicopal 
Colonies,  who  are  not  mennbers  of  the  church 
of  England,  but  of  churches  of  other  deiiomi- 
nations,  U  - 
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The  Do6lor  now  leaves  me  for  a  while,  in  or* 
der  to  confider  the  objections  I  had  introduced’ 
as  offered  by  Dr.  Maykew  againft  this  plan,  in 
reply  to  a  fuppofed  high  dignitary  of  the  church 
of  England.  As  it  was  the  profeffed  defign  of 
the  *  appeal’  to  remove  objedions  againft  the 
American  Epifeopate,  ‘  the  fuffering  ihefe  ob* 
jedions  to  lie  againft  it,  without  lifpipg  a  word 
to  take  off  the  force  of  them,  ‘was  mentioned 
as  a  failure.  I’he  Dodor  has  excufed  himfclf 
by  faying,  ‘  He  had  not  feen  thefe  objedions,, 
though  he  had  in  vain  made  inquiry  after  them.’. 
The  cxcufc  is  ‘  candidly  accepted’  as  a, good 
one.  ‘  But  (fiiys  he)  what  excufe  can  Dodor 
Chauncy  make  for  taking  no  notice  of  what  was 
powerfully  offered  by  Mr,  Apthurp  in  anfvver  to 
thcfc  very  objedions  of  Dr.  Mayhew  V  There 
is  no  need  of  making  any  excufe,  as,  in  compli¬ 
ance  with  the  invitation  given  in  the  ‘  appeal,^ 
my  bufinels  was,  not  to  anfvver  objedions,  but 
fo  bring  them  that  they  might  be  anfwered  by 
the  Dodor.  Now  he  has  adopted  what  he  ima¬ 
gines  was  ^  powerfully  offered  by  Mr,  ApthorpP 
it  is  become  proper  1  flaould  take  notice  of  it  ; 
but,  had  I  done  this  before,  I  might  have  been 
taxed  With  officioufnefs  ;  1  flaould  certainly  have 
acted  out  of  characler  as  an  objedor,  and  pre¬ 
vented  myfclf  in  that  which  ought  not  to  have 
been  expeded  until  now. 

Before  the  Doctor  brings  in  Mr.  Aptherp^ 
he  fays  a  few  words, v/hich,  I  fuppofe,  he  intended 
ftiould  be  looked  upon  as  an  anfwer  to  ihe  ‘  ex¬ 
pedient  1  fuggeftecl  to  compromife  matters  be¬ 
tween  Epifcopalians  and  other  denominations  in 
the  Colonies  \  but  as  he  has  filently  paffed  over 
what  I  had  largely  offered  in  illuftration  of  the 
propriety  and  reafgnaWenefs  of  this  expedient,  I 

havir 
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have  nothing  to  do  here  but  to  defirc  the  reader 
to  turn  top.  J50,  fA9,  160  of  the  anfwer  to 
the  ^  appeal  \  and  he  mud  then  be  convinced, 
that  the  Dodor,  under  the  pretence  of  faying 
foniething,  has  really  laid  nothing. 

Now  comes  in  Mr.  Apthorp\  anfwcr  to  Dr. 
Mciyhewh  objedions.  I'his  anfwer  was  publiili- 
ed  before  the  Dodor’s  death,  and  the  only  rca- 
fon  he  made  no  reply  to  ic  was,  that  neither  he, 
or  his  friends,  thought  ic  worthy  of  fuch  notice. 
It  was,  as  they  imagined,  wrote  principally  with 
a  view  to  recommend  hirafelf  to  a  certain  great 
man,  whole  favour  might  be  advantagious  to 
him.  However,  if  he  had  been  permitted,  in 
the  alwtfe  government  of  Heaven,  to  have  lived 
until  this  time,  he  would,  doubtlcfs,  upon  this 
occafion,  have  pointed  out  the  utter  inlufficien- 
cyof  this  Gentlemarfs  anfwer  to  his  objedions. 
And  though  he  might  have  done  it  to  better  pur- 
pofe  than  J  can,  divine  Providence  has  put  a  fa¬ 
tal  bar  in  the  way  of  the  Public*s  having  this  fa- 
tisfadion.  The  reader,  while  he  remembers  it 
is  the  Dodor’s  friend  that  appears  in  his  behalf, 
will  not  attribute  to  him  any  deled  he  may  dif- 
cern  in  the  vindication  ut  his  objedions. 

‘The  Dodor,  (fays  Mr.  Apthorp)  affeds  to 
doubt  whether  the  Icheme  propolcd  by  his  an- 
fwerer  be  not  ineerly  his  own,  inftead  of  being, 
as  is  afferted,the  real  and  only  one  that  has  been 
in  view  ;  and  fays,  that  if  this  afferdon  be  true, 
he  and  others  have  been  mifinformed.^  The 
reply  is,  ‘Let  hiS  or  their  informers  lay  on  what 
grounds  they  have  ever  affirmed  a  different  one 
to  have  been  framed  ;  or  cife  let  then)  take 
ffiame-to  themfelvcs  for  inventing  talllioods,  or 
vending  imaginations  for  tads  ;  and  let  the 
Dodor  fet  a  mark  on  them,  and  be  more  cauti¬ 
ous 


156  REPLY  TO  THE 

ous  whom  be  believes  hereafter.^  What  was 
faid  by  the  Daftor  is  here  fet  in  a  very  partial 
and  unfair  light.  Inftead  of  properly  quoting 
his  words,  as  heufed  them  in  a  connected  courle 
of  reafening,  this  writer  has  given  them,  or  ra- 
therthe  fenfe  in  which  he  underfiood  them,  in  a 
difjoined  abfoluteforni.  1  he  writer  the  Dodor 
replies  to,  ?fter  he  had  propofed  a  fcheme  for  a 
Coiony-Epii'copate,  alTures  us,  ‘  This  is  the  real 
and  only  fcheme  that  hath  been  planned  for  Bi- 
fliops  in  America  ;  and  whoever  hath  heard  of 
any  other  hath  been  mifinformed  through  mif- 
takc  or  defign/  Says  the  Dodor  in  anfwer, 
^  To  fpeak  for  myielf,  then,  I  am  one  of  thofe 
who  have  been  thus  mifinformed  ;  and  I  knov/ 
of  others  who  have  been  fo,  in  common  with 
me  —He  fpeaks  of  this  fcheme  with  great  af- 
furance,  as  if  he  w^erc  at  bead^quarters^  and  cer¬ 
tainly  knew  it  to  be  the  real  and  only  one.  Pof- 
fibly,  this  may.  be  the  cafe.  But  be  is  not 
known  *,  nor  has  he  informed  us  upon  what 
ground  or  authority  he  goes  in  giving  this  ac¬ 
count  of  the  matter.  The  declaration  of  an 
anonymous  writer,  how  confidently  foever  he 
may  exprefs  himfclf,  is  not,  furely,  fufficient  to 
fatisfy  us,  that  this  is  the  true  fcheme  planned. — • 
It  may  pufllofy  be  only  his  own  Icheme,  the 
fchtme  of  a  private  man  ;  and  until  it  comes 
wdth  better  authority,  or  in  a  more  authentic 
v/ay,  we  may  confider  it  as  an  imaginary  one.’ — • 
Let  Mr.  /Ipthorp  ^  take  fiame  to  himfelP  for 
pretending  to  anfwer  an  objedion,  ,  without  fo 
much  ag  faying  a  v/ord  to  invalidate  fuch  perti¬ 
nent  and  folid  reafoning  in  fupportofit.  1  can¬ 
not  iuppol®  Br.  Chandler  himfelf  will  think,  that 
what  is  here  faid  is  '  powerfully  offered  if  he 
foould,  without  all  doubt,  the  impartial  Public 
will  judge  Qtherwile,  Hs 
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He  goes  on  to  tell  us  of  ^  fucccHlve  propofals 
for  American  Bifhops,  made  at  different  times, 
through  a  long  couifc  of  years,  by  men  of  high 
rank  and  charafter  in  the  church  ;  all  which 
agree  with  what  the  anlwcrer  has  avered/  He 
likewife  gives  us  at  large  ‘  Bifhop  Butler"^ 
fchtmc,  as  one  ‘  that  might  have  peculiar  weight 
with  the  Dodor  and  Ipeaks  of  it  as  exadly  fi- 
milar  to  that  in  the  anfwer  to  his  oblcrvations.* 
What  is  all  this  £0  the  purpofe  ?  We  know,  and 
the  Doflor  knew,  there  has  long  been  a  defign 
to  introduce  Biihops  into  the  Colonies,  and  that 
plans  have  been  formed  to  accomplifh  this  defign. 
But  fhould  there  have  been  a  genera!  agreement  in 
thefe  plans,  they  may  be  nothing  more  than  the 
fehemes  of  private  men  ;  and  this  indeed  is  the 
truth  of  fadt.  They  are  not  to  be  looked  on  as 
fehemes  fet  forth  upon  the  foot  oi praper  autho¬ 
rity.  The  planners  of  them  had  no  fuch  au¬ 
thority  •,  ■  and  whatever  they  might  intend,  or 
pretend,  if  ever  an  Epifeopate  is  authoritatively 
fettled  in  America,  it  may  be,  for  aught  any  or 
all  of  them  can  fay,  upon  a  plan  very  different 
from  that  which  they  have  propofed.  Mr.  Ap- 
thorp  is  plcafcd'  to  fay  of  the  propofed  plan, 

‘  That  it  is  fuch  a  fimple  and  beautiful  plan  of 
the  moft  antient  and  moderate  Epifeopacy,  that 
it  flrould,  not  only  remove  all  the  Doftor’s  ap- 
prehenfions,  but  the  fcruples  of  every  rational 
and  learned  Diffenter  againft  that  apoflolic  form 
of  government.’  Where  docs  this  writer  find, 
in  any  of  apoftolic  epiftles,  the  model  of  an  epif 
copate  without  any  authority  to  govern  the  Ta- 
ity  }  Let  him,  if  he  can,  produce  a  text,  in  any 
part  of  the  new-teftament,  wherein  ruling  the 
Clergy,  in  difiinAmi  from  the  Laity,  is  made  the 
proper  work  of  Bifhops,  FIs  would  likewife  do 
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what  was  never  done  before,  if  he  would  point 
out  that  ' part  of  the  chriftian  word,  where  the 
Bifliop’s  diocefs,  in  the  ‘  mofl:  ancient  limes/  ex¬ 
tended  an  hundred  miles  in  breadth,  and  feveral 
hundred  in  length.  Until  he  it  able  to  prove, 
that  fuch  was  ‘  the  mofl:  ancient  Epifcopacy,’  no 
rational  dr  learnedDiflenter  againft  the  propofed 
plan,  v/ill  entertain  an  opinion  of  it  as,  in  any 
mealore,  agreeing  with  the  '  apoftolic  form  of 
government/  This  Gentleman  has  not  difeo- 
vered  here  the  mofl  intimate  acquaintance,  with 
cither  the  apoflolic  Epifcopacy,  or  chat  which 
took  place  in  the  mofl  ancient  times. 

He  goes  on,  "  Suppofing  this  to  be  the  real  ' 
feheme,  the  Dodor  owns  that  it  fees  the  matter 
in  a  Ids  exceptionable  point  of  view%  than  he  had 
feen  it  in  before.’  Very  true  ;  and  I  am  ready 
to  own  the  lame  thing.  But  this  does  not  make 
the  feheme  unexceptionable.  He  now  com¬ 
plains,  ‘  The  Dodor  cannot  forbear  going  fif¬ 
ty  years  back  to  ridicule  fome  harmlcis,  though 
ill  chofen,  phrafes,  in  which  the  fubftance  of  it 
[the  feheme  j  is  exprefled.’  As  he  had  occafion 
to  fpeak  of  the  Society’s  abftrad,'  printed  in 
1715,  in  which,  among  other  reafons  tor  an 
Epifeopate  in  the  Colonies,  ‘  the  blefiing  all 
manner  of  people  fufceptible  otl  fuch  holy  im- 
preflions  as  are  made  by  the  impofition  of  the 
Bilbops  hands/  is  particularly  mentioned  ;  it 
v/ill,  1  believe,  be  thought  excufable  in  him,  if 
he  has  called  this  a  matter  fublime,  myftenous 
and  facred/  palfing  it  over  with  nothing  more 
than  a  contemptuous  fneer.  But,  fays  this  wri¬ 
ter,  ‘  He  well  knows,  or  eafily  may,  that  we 
afcrib.e  no  more  efficacy  to  the  laying  on  of  Bi- 
fhops  hands,  then  his  brethren  do  to  the  laying 
on  of  Prdbyter’s  hands/  The  Dodorcouldnoc 
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pofTibly  know  this,  becaufe  it  is  not  the  truth  of 
fad.  Mr.  Apthorp  mull  be  very  ignorant  of 
the  fentiments  of  Non  epifcopalians,  if  he  does 
not  know,  that  wc  conceive  quite  differently  of 
the  laying  on  of  Prelbyters  hands,  from  what 
many/at  kail,  of  the  church  of  England  do  of 
the  laying  on  of  Bilkops  hands.  Do  Epifcopa- 
lians  never  fpeak  of  an  indelible  character  as  ini- 
preffed  by  the  Bifhop’s  hand  in  ordination  ? 
Do  they  never  lead  people  to  think,  as  if  there 
was  an  inftitnted  connedion  between  the  impo- 
fition  of  his  hand  in  confirmation,  and  the  be- 
ftowment  of  the  Spirit  in  his  gracious  influences  ? 
Thefe  are  the  falfe  and  ridiculous  notions  they 
deride,  not  ordination  or  confirmation,  mcerly  as 
fuch,  by  the  laying  on  of  Bifhops  hands.  And, 
perhaps,  ridicule'  is  the  fitteft  way  in  which  fuch 
myfterioufly  facred  matters  can  be  treated.  Nei¬ 
ther  Dr.  Mayhew,  or  any  of  his  brethren,  objed 
to  the  performance  of  the  offices  of  wdination  or 
confirmation  by  perfons  of  that  order,  to  which 
Rpifcopalians  conceive  they  are  committed.* 
But,  fays  this  writer,  ^  The  Dodor  thinks  we 
are  poffcffed  fufficiently  of  the  whole  ex- 
ercife  of  our  religion,  becaufe  our  youn§  peo¬ 
ple  may  be  confirmed,  and  Clergymen  ordained 
for  us,  and  properly  infpeded  afterwards  ;  pro¬ 
vided  they  will  all  go  from  America  to  Europe 
for  thefe  purpofes.  Can  he  fay  with  a  good 
confcience,  that  liberty  like  this  is  all  he  fliould 
defire  for  himfelf,  and  his  brethren  V  And  here 
he  is  intreated  ‘to  read  over  fome  words  of  bis 
anfwerer,  to  which  he  has  made  no  reply’.  The 
words  arc  thefe  ;  ‘The  American  DilTenters 
from  our  communion,  would  think  it  infuppor- 
tably  grievous  to  have  no  minifters,  but  fuch  as 
received  ordination  in  England  or  Ireland  3  oc 
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to  be  witlield  from  the  ufe  of  any  religious  rite, 
which  they  efteemed  as  highly  as  we  do  confir¬ 
mation  *5  or  to  have  their  church  deftitute  of  a 
fuper-iate'ndency,  which  they  conceived  to  be 
of  apoftolical  inftitution.  I  fliould  in  fuch  a  cafe 
be  a  zealous  advocate  for  them,  as  not  yet  en¬ 
joying  the  full, toleration  to  which  they  had  a 
right.  AndTu.rely  they  ought,  to  afk  their  con- 
Iciences  very  feriouflyj  why  they  oppqfc  our  ap¬ 
plication  for  •  fuch^  indulgence,  as  they  would 
claim  for  themfelves  ;  and  whether  indeed  fuch 
oppofition  is  not  ^downright  perfecution  •,  and 
that  in  a  matter  mecrly  fpiritual,  without  the 
miixture  of  any  ternporal.  concern’.  The  rea- 
Tbn  v/hy  the  Dodlor  made  no  reply  to  thefe  words 
was,  not  becaufe  h  they  admit  of  none,’  bur  be-, 
.caufe  they  are  quire  befide  the  cafe  in  difpute. 

•  The  American  Non-epifcopalians  neither  enjoy 
or  defire  to  enjoy,  any  other  liberty  than  to 
provide  fuch  .Eaftors,  to  officiate  in  fuch  fer vices 
among  them,  as  they  think  are  agreablc  to  the 

•  word'of  GOD.  Such  liberty  is  equally  poflefTed 
by^  Epifcopalians.  If  the  other  denominations 
more  fully  and  conveniently  enjoy  the  exercife 

•  of  their  religion,,  ic  is  not  in  the  leaft  meafure 
;  owing  to  their  being  favoured  with  greater  li- 

•  berty,  but  to  their  greater  care  of  themfelves 

•  under  that  permiffiony  w^hichi  is  equally  granted 
to  all  denominations.  If  there  is  any  one  purtly 
fpiritual  privilege,-  which  Epifcopalians  do  not  as 

‘  fully  enjoy  as  any  of  the  other  denominations, 

•  k  is  owing  to  themicives,  and  not  to  any  want 
of  liberty  in  this  refpedt  Their  liberty  is  pre- 
cifely  the  fame  with  rhe  liberty  of  the  other  per- 
iuafions.  Was  ic  not,  I  fliould  be  as  *  zealous 
Sin  advocate  for  them,’  as  this  Gentleman  could 

be  for  us  under  like  circumftances  ^  as  thinking 

'  ‘  that; 
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that  they  were  hardly  ufcd.  The  true  rcafon 
why  Epifcopalians  do  not  as  fully  enjoy  the 
excrcife  of  their  religion,  as  the  other  denomina¬ 
tions  is,  not  becaufe  they  are  inot  pofTelled  of 
equal  liberty,  but  becaule  they  do  not  make  the 
liko  full  life  of  it.  Thefe  other  denominations 
would  continue  until  dooms-day  without  Paftors 
to  officiate  in  any  religious  fervice  among  them, 
if  they  waited  for  their  miffion  fro.m  the  Jiate  at 
home  ;  N  or  would  they  complain  of  this  as  a 
burden,  much  lefs  an  infupportable  one.  They 
are  incirely  fatisfied,  as  they  have  the  grant  of 
liberty  to  provide  for  thcmfelves  the  full  enjoy-* 
ment  of  all  the  fpiritual  privileges  of  the  King-* 
dom  of  CHRIST.  Epifcopalians  are  equally 
partakers  in  the  fame  granted  liberty  y  and  they 
Ihould  be  contented  herewith,  and  not  complain 
of  it  as  an  iniuperable  hardfhip,  that  the  Jlate 
at  home  does  not  furnifh  them  with  Bi&ops  in 
order  to  the  compleat  exercife  of  their  religion. 
Did  chriltian  churches  in  the  firft  ages  of  the 
gofpcl,  make  fuch  complaints  ?  If  they  mighc 
be  permitted  to  provide  fpiritual  officers  for  the 
fpiritual  fervices  of  chiiftianity,  it  v/as  all  they 
defired  ;  and  it  is  all  that  can  reafonably  be  de^ 
fired  at  this  day.  And  fuch  permiflion  is  as 
compleatly  enjoyed  by  Epifcopalians,  as  by  any  o£ 
the  other  denominations  on  the  Continent. 

Mr.  Apborp  proceeds,  ‘  The  Doftor,  ftili 
flying  to  ridicule  in  dcfedl  of  argument,  inti-» 
mates,  how  much  the  Epifcopalians  in  America 
need  to  be  well  ruled  and  governed-^hov^  much 
the  Clergy  need  to  be  united^  and  reduced  to 
der*.  The  Do6lor  did  not  undertake  to  argue 
upon  thefe  things,  as  is  here  iuggefted.  He 
purpofely  avoided  it,  left  he  fhould  not  ‘  exprefs 
himfclf  with  quite  fo  much  gravity  aod  folemni- 
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ty  as  fome  might  think  proper.  It  is  not  there¬ 
fore  ealy  to  account  for  this  remark  upon  what 
the  Dodtor  mentioned  in  tranfim  only,  unlefs  it 
was  that  occanon  might  be  herefrom  taken  to  tell 
ns,  that  tne  Amciican  Clergy  are  unanimous  in 
them  wiihes  to  be  under  the  immediate  iafpeftion 
of  ijiiijops  rciident  among  them  ;  which  con¬ 
currence  implies  quite  the  contrary  to  a  prefent 
difurderly  Hate  of  that  Clergy’.  That  thofe 
among  the  Clergy,  who  petitioned  for  Bilhops 
are  ‘  unanimous”  dc  leaH  in  pretence,  in  their 
willies  to  have  them,  is  not  dilputed  ;  but  that' 
the  whole  American  Clergy  are  thus  unanimous 
is  far  from  being  a  ‘  known’  fact.  No  evidence 
has  yet  been  gh.en,  that  the  Clergy,  any  more 
than  the  Laity,  in  thole  Colonies  which  are  cal- 
Rg  Ephcopai,  are  at  all  defirous  of  being  under 
the  ‘immediate  infpedion  of  Bifhops’  ;  nor  is  it 
thougne  to  be  a  fait  capable  of  being  evidenced. 
How  far  this  may  imply  ‘  a  prefent  difcrdtrly 
ifate  Of  that  Clergy’,  1  leave  with  this  wri  er  to 
fay.  Lie  adds,  with  reference  to  the  American 
t'pEcopal  Clergy  in  common,  ‘  they  are,  perhaps, 
asfaittirui  to  their  truif;  and  as  blamelefs  in  their 
rnanners,  as  any  body  of  men  in  the  chriftian 
miniUry  .  It  wouiti  give  me  real  and  great  plea- 

fure,  v/as  i  as  fully  fatisficd  of  this,  as  this 
w  iter  feems  to  be. 


He  now  brings  in  the  Dodlor  faying,  ‘great 
inconveniences  are  likely  to  follow  from'che  fen¬ 
ding  Bifiiops  to_  America’ ;  and  then  anfwers, 
‘  He  fays  alfo,  ijt  is  readily  owned  that  our  appre- 
henfion  of  what  may  polTibly  or  probably  be  the 
ccniequences  of  it,  ought  not  to  put  us  on  in- 
Linging  the  religious  liberty  of  our  fellow-fub- 
jefls  and  chriftian  brethren.  Nay,  he  adds,  nei¬ 
ther  kavc  we  any  power  to  do  fo>  if  we  were 
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mreafonahle  and  wicked  enough  to  dejire  it  ;  our 
charter  granting  fuch  liberty  to  all  protejlants* , 
What  now  is  the  confequence  of  thefe  concefii*” 
ons  ?  ‘  Therefore,  fays  this  writer,  Bifliops  may, 
by  that  charter,  fettle  even  in  NeW''Eng!and\ 
So  purely  fpiritual  Bifhops  might  without  it,  ox 
in  any  pare  of  the  chriftian  world,  in  virtue  of 
that  liberty  wherewith  CHRIST  has  made  the 
profefibrs  of  his  religion  free.  It  follows,  ‘  And 
jf  the  having  Biflrops  among  them  be  part  of  the 
religious  liberty  of  the  Epifcopalians,  asitevi*- 
dently  is ;  the  Diflenters  ought  not  to  oppofe  It 
on  account  of  apprehended  conCquenes’.  There 
is  a  great  and  wide  difference  (as  has  been  abun- 
/Jantly  proved)  between  purely  fpiritual  Eifhops, 
.and  fuch  Bifhops  as  are  fpecified  in  the  propoftd 
plan.  "vVe  make  no  oppofiejon  to  Bifnops  chat 
nave  '  authority  altogether  from  CHRIST,  and 
not  the  ftatek  If  we  oppofe  Bifliops  of  a  contra¬ 
ry  fpecies.3  we  oppofe  ,  no  part  of  that  epifeopai 
liberty  which  is  RELIGIOUS  ;  and  fhould  great 
inconveniences  be  likely  to  follow  from  the  fen¬ 
ding  fuch  BifhopSy  oppofition  to  their  miffioa 
would,  on  this  account,  be  highly  reafonabIe,and 
not  the  lead  infringement  on  religious  liberty. 

But,  fays  this  writer,  '  What  are  the  bad 
confcquenccs  apprehended  V  He  anfvvers,  ‘  Bi¬ 
fhops,  the  Dodlor  tells  us,  are  ambitious  and 
unquiet’.  In  reply  whereto  he  fays,  ‘  So  are 
Prclbyters,  and  all  forts  of  men  too  often/  But 
this  proves  nothing,  unlefs  he  could  have  faid 
further,  that  their  fphere  of  influence  was  equally 
extenuve,  in  confequence  of  which  there  was 
equal  danger,  from  their  incrieguing  with  great 
men  at  home,  or  with  Governors  and  principal 
men  here,  of  carrying  into  execution  fuch  fehemes 
niight  be  greatly  hurtful,  both  in  a  civil  and 
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religious  fenfe.  It  follows,  '  The  Doaor  will 
own  that  Bifhops  are  now,  and  long  have  been 
as  quiec  an  order  of  men  as  any  in  the  nation.’ 
He  will  be  far  from  owning  this,  ‘  if  it  be  true, 
as  many  affirm  [thefe  are  the  Doctor’s  words,  p. 
64]  that  high- church  tory-principles  are  lately  re- 
wived  'm  England,  and  greatly  favoured  by  lome, 
whofe  influence  may  go  far  towards  bringing 
them  into  as  much  reputation,  as  they  have  been 
in  difgrace  fince  the  death  of  Queen  Ann.' 

The  Dodtor  had  faid,  ‘Let  us  ruppofe,  that 
Bifhops  ar,e  to  be  at  firji  fent  to  America  with 
fuch  limited  powers  [as  are  mentioned  in  the' 
propofed  plan,]  to  refide  in  the  epifcopal  Colo¬ 
nies,  and  .to  have  no  concern,  but  with  Epifeo- 
palians.  Have  vvefufficient  ground  to  think,  that 
they  and  their  fucceffors  would,  to  the  day  of 
doom,  or  for  a  ion^  time,  remain  contented  with 
fuch  powers,  or  under  fuch  limitations  ?  In  a 
•word,  that  they  would  continue  fuch  inoffenfiv.e 
iiarmiefs  creatures  as  this  Gentleman  fuppo- 
fcs.’ — To  this  the  reply  is,  ‘  Who  knows  whe-  ' 
ther  the  New-Englandlers  will  not  hang  Qua.- 
kers  and  Witches  again  ?’  It  is  conceded,  no  one 
knows  that  they  will  not,  fhould  the  propofed 
miffion  of  Bifhops  take  place  ;  for,  in  England, 
where  there  is  no  complaint  for  want  of  Bifhops, 
both  Qriakers  and  Witches  have  been  hanged 
in  much  greater  numbers  than  they  ever  were 
here.  This  >vriter  goes  on  ‘  The  Clergy  of  En¬ 
gland  are  in  general  friends  to  religious  free¬ 
dom  :  The  people  of  England,  Whigs  and  To¬ 
ries,  are  unfavourable  to  clerical  power  •,  and  a 
far  greater  danger,  than  the  Doftor’s  imagi¬ 
nary  one,  is  that  of  their  laying  afide  all  regard 
to  the  chriftian  rniniftry,  and  to  chriftianity  it- 
felf.’  The  Doftor  himfelf,  in  anfwering  a  like 
reply  of  his  Antagonift,  fully  anfwercd  what  is 
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here  faid  •,  though  this  writer,  inftead  of  attend¬ 
ing  to  it  as  he  ought,  has  only  repeated,  in  ef- 
fed,  the  fame  thing  over  again.  1  have  nothing 
‘  therefore  to  do  here,  but  to  quote  the  Dodor’s 
own  words.  Says  he,  "  All  this  being  taken  for 
granted,  yet  may  not  times  alter,  and  adminiftra- 
rions  change  ?  Who  knows  .what  the  next  reign 
.and  adminiftration  may  be  ?  or  whether  attempts 
towards  an  oppreffive  enlargement  of  power, 
may  not  be  as  much  encouraged,  ae  it  is  lup- 
pofed  they  would  be  frowned  on,  during  the 
prefent  Mr,  Aphorp  fays  further,  ^  There 
never  was  fo  little  profped,  that  a  fpiric  of  reli¬ 
gious  intolerance  would  revive  here/  that  is,  in 
England.  I  heartily  wifli  there  was  no  reafon 
,to  fufped  the  truth  of  what  is  .here  affirmed. 
He  goes  on,  *  If'it  fhould,  it  might  not  extend 
to  NeW“England~Buc  even  fuppofing  it  to 
reach  thither,  the  effefis  would  be  very  little 
by  the  circumftance  of  no  Bifhop  being  already 
placed  in  America/ — The  Dodor  fhali  fpeak 
for  himfelf  here  alfo.  Says  he,  ‘  We  are  cer¬ 
tainly  much  more  fccure  againft  fuch  oppreffion 
in  the  abfcnce  of  Bifhops,  than  we  fhould  be  if 
they  were  once  fixed  here.  Objla  principiis  was 
never  thought  an  ill  maxim  by  wife  men/  and  fo 
on,  with  pertinency,  the  beft  part  of  a  page  ;  all 
which,  this  writer  has  been  fo  wife  as  to  pafs  over 
in  filence.  But,  faj^s  he,  ‘  The  whole  appre- 
henfion  [of  bad  confequences]  is  groundlefs^. 
And  why  ?  ‘  The  Engliih  Diffeniers,  who  have 
fix  and  twenty  Bifhops  efta'blifhed  among  them 
fear  no  harm  from  them.  Why  then  fliould 
the  New-England  DifTenters  fear  any,  if  one  or 
two  fhould  be  etlabliflied,  with  much  Icfs  pow¬ 
er,  in  one  or  two  neighbouring  Provinces  ?’  It 
is  more  than  this  writer  knows,  that  the  DifTen- 

cers 


'"fif. 

.  ^ 

;!S 

i 


W 


-'1. 


r 


r 


1 66 


REPLY  TO  THE 


ters  at  home  ^  fear  no  harm  or  fhoiild  this  be 
true,  It;  is  far  from  being  fo  that  they  fuffcr 
none.  They  now  are,  and  ever  will  be,  in  fuf- 
fering  circumftances  ;  unlefs  the  eftabliflimenc 
of  the  church  of  England  is  difiblved,  or  great¬ 
ly  altered  from  what  it  is  at  prefent.'  And  there 
is  nothing  felt  or  feared  by  Difienters  at  home 
but  we,  in  this  part  of  the  world,  may >001^0;' 
have  reafon  to  fear,  fliould  the  defired  Bifliops 
oe  fent  to^the  Colonies.  The  paragraph  we  have 
been  coniidering  is  thus  concluded,  ^  So  public 
a  declaration  as  has  been  rnade  of  the  model  of 
Epifcopacy,  propofed  to  be  followed  in  Ame¬ 
rica,  will  itfelf  be  an  effeftual  barrier  againft  any 
undue  extenfionof  ecclefia{iical  power  •  of  which 
the  Doftor  affeds  to  be  fo  apprehenfive/  This 
being  a  meer  naked,  unfupported  affirmation, 
nothing  more  is  needful  to  be  faid  upon  it,  than 
only  to  affirm  the  dired  contrary,  that  it  will  not 
be  an  effedual  barrier,  and  that  the  Dodor  did 
not  affed  to  be  apprehenfive,  but  really  was  fo, 
and  upon  juft  grounds. 

The  Dodor  obferved,  ‘  If  Bifliops  are  fent  to 
America,  they  muft  be  well  fupported  j  this  is 
beyond  doubt.  By  whom  ?  or  by  what  means 
And  here  he  largely  argued  to  ffiow  it  to  be 
highly  probable,  ^  that  it  would  be,  if  hot  at  firft, 
yet  m  time,  by  a  tax  laid  on  the  Colonies  to  this 
end.  Among  other  things,  he  pertinently  re¬ 
marked,  ^  If  Bifhops  were  fpeedily  to  be 
fent  to  America,  k  feems  not  wholly  improba¬ 
ble  from  what  we  hear  of  the  unufaal  tenor 
of  fotne  late  parliamentary  ads  and  bills, 
for  railing  money  on  the  poor  Colonies 
without  their  confentj  that  provifion  might  be 
made  for  the  fupport  of  thefe  Bifhops,  if  not  of 
all  the  church-ckrgy  alfo,  in  the  fame  way.’  To 

all 
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all  which  Mr.  Jpthorp  is  pleafed  to  give  us 
the  following  weighty  anlwer,  ‘  If  no  proper 
maintenance  can  be  found  for  them^he  needs  not 
be  uneafyattheprojeftof  fending  them  ;  and  that 
it  is  not  to  be  at  the  expence  of  the  Colonies,  he 
has  fcen  in  Bifliop  Butier'^  fcheme,  with  which 
the  others  agree’  It  is  not  poffible  any  one 
Ihould  have  a  conception  of  the  pertinency,  force^ 
and  elegance  of  the  Doftor’s  objeftion,  as  fee 
forth  at  large  in  his  reafoning  upon  it,  by  read¬ 
ing  only  tnis  curfory,  flighty,  and,  I  may  fay, 
trifling  anfwer  to  it. 

Among  the  inconveniences  that  might  refulc 
from  the  appointment  of  Bifhops  in  America,  the 
Dc(flor  mentioned  thefe,  ‘That,  by  the  increafeof 
thecpifcopal  party [v/hich  might  beeffeded  by  this 
appointment,  and  is  doubtlefs  one  principal  rea- 
fon  why  it  is  fo  much  defired]  they  might  get  a 
majority  in  our  houfes  of  affembly  ;  that,  in  con- 
fequence  thereof,  the  church  of  England  might 
become  the  eflabliflied  religion  of  all  thefe  Co-** 
lonies  •,  that  a  facrarnental  teft,  or  fomething 
like  it,  might  enfue,  to  exclude  Non-conformifts 
from  places,  preferment,  and  civil  offices,  as  'in 
England  ;  and  that  taxes  might  be  impofed  gq 
us  all  in  common,  for  the  maintenance  of  thefe 
Biffiops,  and  the  epifcopal  Clergy’. — Upon  thefe 
inconveniences  the  Dodor  argued  largely,  clofe- 
ly,  and  cogently.  What  now  fays  Mr.  jip- 
thorp  ?  In  taking  notice  of  this  objedion,  he 
does  as  he  had  all  along  done  before,  that  is 
contents  himfelf  with  nibling  at  here  and  there 
a  fentence  which  he  is  pleafed  to  pick  out, with¬ 
out  concerning  himfelf  with  the  Dodor’s  whole 
reafoning  in  connedion.  Let  us  take  a  view  of 
his  reply.  Says  he,‘  The  Dodor  imagines,  that 
appointing  Biffiops  in  America  would  probably 
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increafe  the  epifcopal  party  there  ;  and  then^ 
great  evils  might  follow.’  What  a  poor,  lame, 
lank  reprefentation  is  this  of  what  the  DoSor 
had  offered  !  ^However,  let  us  attend  to  what 
follows.  *  I  cannot  difeern  inWvhat  other  way 
it  can  increafe  their  party,  than  by  fupplying 
them  more  eafily  with  a  competent  number  of 
minifters  ;  taking  care  that  thefe  minifters  fhoiild 
be  diligent  and  exemplary  ;  and  promoting  an 
early  ienfe  of  piety  among  their  young  people, 
1  heie  are  no  evils.’ — The  Do<ffor  never  lifped 
a  word  in  complaint  of  them  as  fuch.  But  fure- 
ly  this  writer’s  knowledge  of  mankind  is  very 
fcanty,  if  he  is  capable  of  ^  difeerning’  no  other 
v/ays,  than  thofe  he  has  fpeci^fied,  in  which  the 
epifcopal  party  imghc  be  increafed.  Would 
the  glare  of  epifcopal  dignity  have  no  influence 
upon  fome  fort  of  perfons?  Would  the  con¬ 
nexion  of  American  Bifhops  with  thofe  at  home, 
and  their  powTr  with  great  men  there,  have 
no  effeX  upon  the  fons  of  this  world,  who  might 
have  in  view  this  or  the  other  poft  of  honor  or 
profit  ?  A  variety  of  other  ways  might  eafily  be 
mentioned,  wherein  the  epifcopal  party  might 
be  increafed — But  I  forbear.  He  eces  on, 

‘  The  DoXor  indeed  fays,  that  pretexts  might 
eafily  be  found  for  enlarging  the  power  of  thefe 
Bifhops,  and  increafing  the  number.’  The  re¬ 
ply  is,  ^  But  enlarging  their  power  would  imme¬ 
diately  raife  a  clamour  that  could  not  be  with- 
ftood.’  Is  not  this  as  good  a  reafon,  at  leaft  a 
very  good  one,  why  they  fhould  nor  be  fent  at 
all,  unlefs  with  fuch  powers  as  are  ‘  altogether 
from  CHRIST, not  fromtheftate  Should  they 
be  fent,  would  it  not  raife  a  clamour  ?  Andif  it, 
could  be  withftood,  it  would  not,  perhaps,  be 
with  lb  much  cafe  as  fome  may  be  ready  to  ima- 
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oine.  But  ‘  if  ;i  few  Birtiops  proved  difagreea- 
blc,  more  would  not  be  added/  Tlus  is  more  than 
this  Gentleman  knov/s,  or  has  any  authority  to 
affirm.  Nay,  ‘though  they  Ihould  prove  agree¬ 
able  and  ufcful,  more  would  be  lent  only  to  locti 
Provinces  as  chofe  them.’  Perhaps,  by  Pro¬ 
vinces  are  meant  the  comparatively  few  Epifeo- 
palians  that  live'in  them  ;  and  by  their  choice 
of  Biffiops,  their  being  contented  with  having 
them  lent  to  them  :  In  this  fenre,it  may  be  true, 

‘  more  Biffiops  would  be  fent  only  to  fuch  Pro¬ 
vinces  as  chofe  them’  ;  but,  in  the  common  and 
ordinary  fenfe  in  which  thefe  words  are  undcr- 
Itood,  it  is  not  true,  that  even  the  firft  propol'ed 
Biffiops  would  be  fent,  or  chofen,  by  any  Pro¬ 
vince  on  the  Continent.  It  follows,  ‘  In  the 
ffiort  Bay  which  one  of  them  would  choofe  to 
make  in  New-Eng!and,  he  would  not  bring  over 
many  perlons  to  our  church.  And  therefore 
how  terrible  things  foever  Epifcopalians,  if  they 
ffiould  become  the  majority,  may  attempt  and 
perform  there,  they  will  be  almotl,  if  not  quite 
as  likely  to  accomplrffi,  without  a  Biffiop  'a- 
mong  them,  as  with  feeing  one  now  and  then.* 
If  Biffiops  were  fent,  though  New-England  ffiould 
not  be,  at  firft,  the  place  of  their  refidence,  ic 
would  be  the  diocejs  of  one  of  them  •,  and  though, 
when  he  came  upon  a  vifitation,  he  mighc 
‘  chufe  to  make  but  a  ffiort  ftay,’  he  would,  by 
reafon  of  his  fuperiority  in  dignity  and  influence, 
be  able  to  eiTedt  more  ‘  terrible  things’  than  all 
the  Epifcopalians  put  together,  ffiould  they  bs 
the  majority.  Moft  certainly,  he  would  not  be 
fuch  a  Biffiop  as  is  dcfired,  if  diis  majority* 
would  be  ‘  almoft,  if  not  quite,  as  likely’  to  ac- 
compliffi  their  fchemes  without  ever  feeing 
him,  as  with  feeing  him  now  and  then,’  This 
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writer  would  make  us  believe,  if  Epifcopalians, 
by  becoming  the  majority,  ‘  had  power,  there  is 
no  reafon  to  think  they  would  be  oppreffive  ; 
or  they  are  not  oppreffive  in  the  Colonies  where 
t  cy  adtually  have  it  ;  Or  that  they  would  at¬ 
tempt,  for  they  could  not  with  any  modefty,  or 
any  hope  of  fuccefs,  fuch  laws  againft  the  Dif- 
lenters,  as  the  Diflenters-  have  not  attempted 
ag^nfl:  them.’  Is  an  eftabliffimenr,  obliging 
Diffienters  to  pay, in  common  with  Epifcopalians. 
towards  the  fupporc  of  the  church  of  England, 
no  degree  of  oppreffion  ?  Such  an  eftablilh- 
ment  has  been  attempted  ‘  with  fuccefs,’  if  not 
with  ‘  modefty’  in  one  or  two  of  the  Colonies, 
where  Epifcopalians  are  the  majority  j — Nay,  e- 
ven  in  New- York,  v.'hcre  there  are  ten  to  one 
that  are  not  Epilcopalians,  epifcopal  art  and  po¬ 
licy,  ft  I  have  not  been  mifinformed,  has  fubjec- 
ted  one  County  to  this  fame  kind  of  oppreffion. 

So  that,  inftead  of  there  being  no  reafon  to  think 
there  would  be  fuch  oppreffive  eftabliffiments  in 
all  the  Colonies,  there  is  the  higbeft  reafon  to 
^ink  this  would  be  the  cafe,  if  Epifcopalians 
Ihould  become  the  majority.  It  is  added,  if 
the  zeal  of  the  New-England  Clergy  threatens 
any  danger,  Bidiops  would  temper  it,  as  they 
liave  doiie  in  England,  iniiead  of  inflaming  it.* 

It  would  tend  greatly  to  the  cafe  of  our  minds, 
if  this  could  be  as  ftrongly  proved,  as  it  is  here 
affirmed,  Bifliops  have  not  been  remarkable,  in  > 
any  ages  that  are  pafl,  for  ‘  tempering,  inftead  of 

inflaming",  a  zeal  in  their  Clergy  that  portended 
danger. 

Upon  the  whole,  it  appears,  that  this  writer 
had  no  good  foundation  for  his  hope,  ‘  that  the 
Debtor  wcHild,  on  confidcring  further,  endea¬ 
vour  to  reconciic  his  Councrytnen  to  the  admit- 
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fion  of  Bifhops’ ;  that  is,  fuch  Bifhops  as  the  plan 
propofes  (hould  be  fent  to  the  Colonies.  Far 
from  being  in  the  leaft  dilpofed  to  this,  he  was 
abundantly  confirmed  in  the  reafonablenefs  of 
what  he  had  wrote  to  prevent  luch  a  recon¬ 
ciliation,  by  the  weaknefs  of  this  lame  effort  to 
remove  away  the  objediions  he  had  made  againft 
the  planned  American  Epifcopace. 

Doctor  Chandler  now  appears  again  in  per- 
fon,  and  feemingly  pleafed,  that  the  offered  ob* 
jcdlions  could,  ^  within  a  much  fmaller  com-^ 
pafs,  be  anfwered  and  confuted.’  Without  all 
doubt,  was  he  to  be  the  judge,  the  confutati¬ 
on  would  be  accounted  abfolutcly  complete  \ 
bur,  it  is  to  be  remembered,  not  he,  but  the  im¬ 
partial  Public  are  the  determiners  in  this  cafe  : 
and,  pofflbly  they  may  think,  the  feeble  attempt 
he  has  made  to  invalidate  thefc  objections,  is  ra¬ 
ther  a  confirmation,  than  a  confutation  of  them, 

I  COMPLAINED  of  the  Doftor  for  giving  us  ♦ 
only  a  long  firing  of  needlefs  queftions,  inltead 
of  good  reafoning,  in  order  to  juffify  the  propo- 
fed  plan  for  an  American  Epifeopate.  This 
took  up  one  paragraph.  In  the  next,  my  de¬ 
mand  was,  ‘  What  right  have  they  to  this  Epil- 
copate  r  How  came  they  by  if  ?  And  here  I 
was  explicit  and  large  in  endeavouring  to  fhow, 
that  they  had  no  fuch  right.  W^hat  fays  the 
Poftor  ?  He  replies,  ‘  I  am  unable  to  account 
for  fo  great  a  confufion  of  ideas  as  difeovers  it- 
fclf  in  thefe  two  paragraphs.*  If  the  firft  of 
thefe  paragraphs  ^  difeovers  any  confufion  of 
ideas,*  it  mult  be  a  confufion  of  them  in  his 
own  mind,  or  in  his  manner  of  exprcffing  them  ^ 
for  it  was  nothing  more  than  a  repetition  of  his 
own  queftions,  with  this  application  of  them, 

J  Surely  he  could  not  imaginej  that  any  man  of 
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good  undcrflanding  would  be  oiherwife  moved 
by  them, than  to  wonder  he  fhould  only  harangue, 
when  it  was  his  bufinefs  to  argue  !’  As  to  the 
‘  confiihon’  in  the  other  paragraph,  it  is  no¬ 
where  difeovered,  unlefs  in  what  he  has  faid  up- 
®n  it,  And,  in  truth,  his  arguing  here  very  evi¬ 
dently  dilcovers,  that  his  conceptions  of  it  were 
indihindt,  or  rather  that  he  did  not  underftand 
it  ;  though  it  was  exprelTcd  as  cieariy  and  fully 
as  any  tuing  that  was  ohrereJ  on  the  controver- 
fy.  Dr,  Cbauncy,  fays  he,  ‘  feems  very  ftremj- 
ous  to  deny  that  the  church  ofEngland  inAms-. 
rica  has  any  right  to  the  Epifcopatc  propofed  ; 
but  then  he  declares  himfelf  perfedly  willing  we 
fliould  have  it.’  It  is  impolltble,  if  he  had  en¬ 
tertained  in  his  mind  a  clear  and  juft  concep¬ 
tion  of  what  I  had  faid,.  that  he  Ihouid  affirm  '  I 
had  declared  myfelf  perfedlly  willing  they  Ihould 
have  the  propofed  Epjfcopate,’  unlefs  he  had 
uttered  a  downright  fallhood.  I  challenge  him 
to  produce  any  ientence  in  this  paragraph,  or 
in  any  other  part  of  my  anbver,  in  which  this  i.i 
declared  either  diredly,  or  even  confequentially. 
It  is  indeed  a  fiat  contradiftion  to  all' that  I  had 
faid.  What  he  means,  in  the  following  words, 
by  my  ‘  choofing,  perhaps,  that  this  Epifcopatc 
fnould  be  granted  as  a  matter  of  favour,  rather 
than  of  right,’  is  beyond  me  to  inveftigate.  I 
faid  not  a  word  about  ‘  favour’  in  this  relpeft  j 
but  confined  myfelf  wholly  to  the  matter  of 
*  right.’  It  rnuft  ihercfiore  be  owing  to  feme 
ffrangc  ‘  confufion  in  his  ideas,-’  that  he  fhould 
go  on,  and  inquire,  ‘  What  need  is  there  of  this 
diftindtion,  and  to  what  purpofe  will  it  ferve,  if  ic 
is  not  to  operate  againft  us  ?’  This  is  a  ‘  diftinc- 
tion’ intirely  of  his  own  framing.  It  never  en- 
Eersd  into  my  heart,  nor  is  there  a  word  con- 

uined 


‘APPEAL  DEFENDED.*  175 

tained  in  this  whole  paragraph  that  could  lead 
hail  to  make  it.  It  is  to  me  altogether  unac¬ 
countable,  how  he  came  to  think  of  it.  He 
proceeds,  ‘  Our  claim  is,  that  we  may  be  upon 
an  equal  footirxg  with  the  other  denominations 
in  America.’  I  have  more  than  once  affirmed, 
and  abundantly  proved,  in  thefe  papers, that  they 
are  uponiihis  equal  footing  *,  and  call  upon  him 
/to  prove  the  contrary.  Says  he,  ‘  In  OsTder  to 
this,  [our  being  upon  an  equal  footing  1  it  is  nd- 
Ccffary,  chat  we  Ihould  be  allowed  the  enjoyment 
of  our  ecclejlaflicai  confiitution  in  the  fame  com^. 
phac  manner,  as  it  is  enjoyed  by  them.’  By 
*  our  ecclefiafiical  conflitution^'  he  muft  mean  here 
the  conftitution  of  the  church  of  England  ;  but 
€0  enjoy  this  in  as  campleat  a  manner,  as  other 
denominations  enjoy  their’s,  is  not  to  enjoy  ic 
agreeably  to  the  propofed  plan,  but  to  the  utter 
fubverfion  of  it  ^  as  will  prefently  appear.  He 
goes  on,  ‘  of  our  ccclefiaftical  conftitution  Bi- 
fhops  make  an  eflential  part,  and  therefore  with¬ 
out  an  Epifeopate  wc  cannot  enjoy  it/  Nei¬ 
ther  can  they  compleatly  enjoy  it  with  Bifliopi, 
unlefs  th^y  have  authority  over  the  Laity  as 
well  as  Clergy  ;  for  fuch  authority  is  an  ejfential 
part  of  the  conftitution.  Nay  further,  this  con¬ 
ftitution  cannot  be  compleatly  enjoyed  without 
fpiritual^courts^  and  the  e;s.ercife  of  epifcopal  au¬ 
thority  in  the  precife  way  and  manner  that  has 
been  folemnly  eftabiiffied  by  King  and  Parlia- 
ment.  1  he  Dodtor  has  here  infenfibly  endea¬ 
voured  to  prove  a  great  deal  too  much,  unlefs 
he  intended  to  give  us  a  remote  infinuation  of 
what  might  be  expeited,  fhould  the  propofed 
plan  be  complied  with,  namely,  that  the  church 
of  England  was  not  yet  in  the  full  and  compkat 
enjoyment  of  her  conftitution  5  her  enjoyment 
niuft  rife  ftill  muck  higher.  He  adds^j  ‘  Our 
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claim  is  juftified  by  the  common  principles  of 
human  nature,  of  the  chriftian  religion,  and  of 
civil  fociety.’  If  fo,  the  claim  is  as  well  founds 
ed  as  a  claim  can  be.  But  what  proof  has  he 
given  us  that  their  claim  is  thus  founded  ?  It 
follows  in  thefe  moft  remarkable  words,  ^  Wc 
call  it  a  right  becaufc  all  good  writers  agree 
in  calling  a  right  thus  founded  by  that  namc.^ 
What  is  this  to  the  purpofe  ?  Whoever  quefti- 
oned,  whether  a  claim  thus  founded  might  be 
called  a  right  ?  His  bufinefs  was  to  prove,  that 
their  claim,  or  right,  to  the  propofed  Epifeo- 
pate  was  thus  founded,  ^that  is,  upon  the  princi¬ 
ples  he  had  before  fpccificd.  But  not  a  word  is 
offered  in  proof  of  this.  It  reds  upon  nothing 
more  than  his  naked  affirmation.  He  fays  yet 
further,  ^  For  words  we  do  not  contend.  What 
we  infift  upon  is  this,  that  the  church  of  En-‘ 
gland  is,  in  all  refpedls,  fairly  entitled  to  as  full 
a  toleration  in  the  Colonies,  as  other  churches  in 
the  Colonies  enjoy.  And  it  cannot  be  thus  to^ 
lerated  unlefs  it  be  fuffered  to  exist  in  all 
ITS  PARTS.''  If  the  church  of  England  cannot 
be  FULLY  TGLERATEO  in  the  Colonies,  unlefs 
it  is  fuffered  to  exist  in  all  its  parts,  it  is 
at  once  evident,  that  we  muft  have  in  Ameri^ 
ca  not  only  Biffiops,  but  Deans,  Prebends,  Arch^ 
Deacons,  fpiritual  courts  with  their  Chancellors, 
and  the  whole  train  of  officers  employed  in  ma^ 
naging  that  spiritual  authority  which  is  ex- 
creifed  over  both  Clergy  and  Laity  :  For  thefe 
are  parts  of  the  conftituted  church  of  England. 

It  is  ftrange  the  Do£lor,  while  arguing  for  no¬ 
thing  more  than  that  limited  Epifeopate  he  had 
propofed,  fhould  endeavour  to  do  it  upon  a 
plan  that  would  make  it  reafonable,  that  the  ' 
church  of  England  fhould  cxifl  here  in  all  re¬ 
spects 
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SPECTS,  and  in  all  its  parts,  as  ic  does  at 
home.  But  he  ought  to  know,  that  in  order 
to  this,  fomething  more  than  ‘  a  fair  and  lull 
toleration*  would  be  neccflary.  There  muft  be 
an  ESTABLISHMENT,  which  he  will  not  allow  he 
'  ever  thought  of  ;  as  wc  lhall  fee  prefently^ 
The  plain  truth  is  ;  as  it  was  ‘  our  bufinefs  as 
opponents,’  we  have  fhewn,  that  the  Colony- 
Epifcopalians  are  treated  in  prccifely  ‘  the  fame 
manner*  with  the  other  denominations — They 
arc  all,  without  exception,  upon  the  fame  foot¬ 
ing  of  liberty,  in  virtue  of  the  granted  tolerati¬ 
on  ;  and  if  Epifcopalians  do  not  enjoy  any  fpi- 
ritual  privileges  fo  fully  as  any  of  the  other  de¬ 
nominations,  it  is  not  owing,  in  the  lead  mea^ 
furc,  to  the  want  of  a  permission  herefor  j  for 
the  GRANTED  PERMISSION  IS  thc  fame  to  all  5 
making  no  manner  of  difference  between  onede^^ 
.nomination  and  another. 

I  HAD  faid,  appeal  anfwercd  p.  <  180,  ^  If 
Epifcopalians  think  Bilhops,  in  thc  appropriated 
fenfe,  were  conftituted  by  CHRIST,  or  his  Apof- 
ties,  we  obje£t  not  a  word  againfl  their  having 
as  many  of  them  as  they  pleafe,  if  they  will  be 
content  to  have  them  with  authority  altoge¬ 
ther  fromCHRIST.  But  they  both  claim  and 
defire,  a  great  deal  more.  They  want  to  be 
diftinguiflicd  ‘  by  havipg  Bifhops  upon  the  foot¬ 
ing  of  a  state  establishment*  ?  I  then  went 
on  to  argue  fomewhat  largely  againft  their  having 
a  right  to  fuch  an  eftablifhmcnt.  The  Doflor 
replies,  ^  Where  did  he  learn  that  wc  want  Bi- 
Ihops  upon  fuch  a  footing  ?’  and  affirms,  *  That  I 
could  learn  it,  neither  from  the  appeal,  or  from 
any  thing  that  has  been  publiffied  on  the  fide  of 
the  church  yea,  he  fblcmnly  declares,  ^  I  know, 
of  no  fuch  thing,  1  have  fecu  nothing  that  has 
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been  written,  fince  the  reign  of  Q^ttnAnn^  either 
in  England  or  America,'  in  print  or  in  manufcripr^ 
that  indicates  fuch  a  defire’.  He  goes  on  yec 
farther,  and  fays,  *  I  have  met  with  nothing  in 
converfation  with  Clergymen  orLaymenJn  or  out 
of  convention,  from  whence  1  can  learn  or  ful- 
peft,  that  there  -is  an  Epifcopalian,  within  the 
Britifh  dominions,  that  aims  at  or  expefts  an 
Epifeopate  here  upon  the  footing  of  a  ftate  efta- 
blifliment’.  The  Doftor,  when  he  wrote  thus, 
muft  have  had  in  his  thoughts  an  eftablifhmenc 
for  the  fupport  of  the  epilcopal  Clergy,  either 
fuperior,  or  inferior,  or  both.  In  this  view,  an 
eftablilhment  was  not  propofed  in  the  ^appeal/ 
nor  is  it  pleaded  for  in  the  writings  on  the  fide 
of  the  church  that  I  know  of  ;  nor  can  1  fay, 
that  it  was  ever  mentioned  by  the  convention  : 
Though  I  am  far  from  thinking  it  to  be  a  truth, 
that  there  is  no  Clergyman  or  Layman,  in  the 
AmericanColonies,  that  does  not  expeft  and  wifh, 
that  an  eftablifhmcnt  upon  this  footing,  will  be 
brought  into  event  fooner  or  later.  I  faid  no¬ 
thing  about  fuch  an  cflablilhment.  But  an  efia« 
bhlhment,  and  a  ftate  one  too,  muft  take  place, 
or  the  church  of  England  here  can  never  have 
theEpilcopate  that  has  been  propofed  and'defired. 
The  Dcd:or  will  own,  the  Epifeopate  that  has 
been  planned  for  the  Colonies  is  widely  different 
from  chat  which  exifts  at  home.  American  Bi- 
fiiops  fliali  have  no  authority  over  the  Laity 
their  fpintual  courts  muft  not  be  held  in  this 
part  of  the  world  ;“and  they  themfelvcs  are  to 
be  confined  in  their  power  within  certain  pre- 
feribed  boundaries.  How  is  all  this  to  be  ac- 
complifhed  ?  Muft  there  not  be  the  interpofi- 
tioa  of  the  ftate  ?  Can  it  be  eifedted  in  any 
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other  way  ?  And  if  the  ftare  interpofeS  to  con- 
fticute  a  Colony  Epifconate,  itmuft  be  under  theic 
patronage,  guidance,  and  controul,  as  to  the  ex- 
ercife  of  its  powers.  And  what  is  this,  in  real 
meaning,  but  an  eftablifhntent  ?  The  church  of 
England,  in  this  cafe,  will  be  diftinguiflied  frona 
ail  the  other  denominations  ;  and,  indead  of  be¬ 
ing  only  tolerated  as  they  are,  will  be  as  truly^' 
if  not  as  fully,  an  eftabliflied  church  here,  as  it  ia 
in  Great-Britaih.  But  Colony-Epifcopaliana 
have  no  right  to  be  thus  diftinguiflied  ;  as  was 
abundantly  proved  in  anfv^er  to  the  appeal,  to 
which  the  Doftor  has  laid  nothing  by  way  of 
reply,  for  no  other  reafbn,  it  nr.ay  well  be  fup- 
pofed,  but  becaufe  he  could  not.  If  he  had  here 
pointed  out,  as  it  was  his  proper  bulinefs  to  do^' 
the  way  in  which  the  Epifcopate  propofed  in  the 
appeal,  and  by  the  writers  on  the  fide  of  the 
churcn,  could  be  carried  into  effcfi  without  a 
Jidtc-sficiblip^nKTit^  he  would  have  faid  fotnethinf’’ 
to  the  purpofe  ;  ,bur,  having  wifely  avoid¬ 
ed  this,  we  are  ieit  to  thinj<,  tlie  American 
Epifcopate  they  have  planned  is  virtually,  and. 
m  reality  of  fenfe,  the  fame  thing  with  a  planned 
epifcopal  eftablilhment.  It  Is  to  us  incon¬ 
ceivable,  how  their  defired  Epifcopate  could 
m  any  other  way.  take  place  in  the  Colonies. 
In  vain  therefore  does  he  complain,  that  ‘  they 
are  abufed  by  petulent  tongues  and  abufive  pens 
tor  being  charged  with  aiming  at  a  ftate  efta- 
bliflimem  ’  We  fl,ould  feel  ‘  remorfe  of  con- 
fcience,  if  we  did  not  without  hefitation’  obiedfe 
againlt  the  propofed  Epifcopate  for  this  very 
realon,  becaufe,  by  aiming  at  it,  an  eftablifn- 
ment  of  Epifcopacy  in  America  is  equally  aim- 

^partial  Public  are  to  determine, 
not  Dr.  Coandler,  whether  they  arc  juftly  char¬ 
ged,  or  ‘  unwarrantably  condemned.’ 

^  ''  Hs 


REPLY  TO  THE 


178 

He  flill  goes  on,  In  his  defen<ie,  a  number 
of  pages  ;  bur,  as  there  is  fcarce  any  thing  in 
them  that  relates  to  the  grand  pointy  and  nothing, 
lb  far  as  I  am  able  to  judge,  of  fufficient  weight 
to  call  for  particular  notice  ;  if  the  reader  will 
only  compare  whac  he  has  offered  in  thefe 
pages,  with  the  anfwer  to  the  appeal,  I  am  per- 
fedly  willing,  without  faying  a  word  more,  to 
leave  the  dilpute  to  the  determination  of  his  im¬ 
partial  judgment.  Bur,  at  the  fame  time,  I 
would  afTure  the  Doftor,  that  his  ‘  fear,"  lead  he 
fiiould  have  ‘  fomewhat  broken  in  upon  my  re- 
pofe,’  is  entirely  groundlefs.  He  may  fondly 
imagine,  be  has  '  pleaded  the  caufe  he  under¬ 
took’  Vvhih  fuch  luperiority  of  good  fenfe,  and 
found  reafoning,  as  to  give  me  ‘  difturbance 
but  he  has  been  the  occafion  of  no  other  unea- 
finefs  to  me  than  that  of  difappointment  *,  for 
he  has  fallen  much  below  my  wifhes  as  well  as 
expedations’;  not  having  wrote  fo  as  to  give 
opportunity  for  a  tiyai  of  ftrength.  FJe,  has 
candidly  excufed  ipy  infufiiciency,  as  it  was  my 
hard  lot  to  prove,  ‘  that  good  is  evil,  and  evil 
Rood  ;  that  darknefs  is  ]ie;hr,  and  li^ht  is  dark- 
nefs,  which  could  not  be  clone  without  ‘  fuch  a 
genius  and  abilities  as  are  not  to  be  found’.  I 
wifli  I  could  make  fo  good  an  apology  for  him. 
His  tafle  was  eafy.  He  had  only  to  plead  the 
caufe  of  truth  ;  and  ytt,  he  has  done  it  with  fo 
I'ttle  appearance  of  ingenuous  folid  arguing, 
that,  I  fear,  his  caufe  will  fuffer  in  the  opinion 
ofall  that  are  capable  of  difeernment, 

1  INTENDED  to  have  come  to  a  conclufionhere, 
by  prefenxing  to  the  reader,- in  one  view,  the  fum 
of  whac  has  been  faid  on  both  fidcs,  that  he 
might  the  more  eafily  make  a  judgment  in  the¬ 
ca  Buc  I  mufl;  omit  this,  that  I  may  have 

room 
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room  for  a  matter  of  much  greater  importance  j 
the  treatment  of  the  Prelbyterian  church  at 
^ew-York,  in  relation  to  the  charter  they  peti¬ 
tioned  for,  both  to  the  government  there,  and  to 
the  King  at  home.  And  I  the  ratner  chule  to 
hold  this  up  to  public  view,  as  it  is  an  alarm  to 
all  the  Colonies  on  the  Continent,  giving  them 
folemri  notice  what  they  may  expert,  ihould 
Epifcopalians  ever  come  to  have  the  iupt-rionry 
in  their  influence.  Nothing  has  been  offered, 
in  a  way  ol' realoning,  againft  the  planned  Am^- 
rican  Epifeopate,  that  carries  with  it  fuch  feel¬ 
ing  FORCE  as  the  negative  to  the  prayer  of  tsUS 
petition,  with  the  realoos  upon  which  it  is 

grounded. 

That  the  reader  may  perceive  the  propriety 
of  my  introducing  this  alTair,  I  would  juR  re¬ 
mind  him,  that  the  Dodor,  in  his  ^appeal,  haa 
fpoken  of  the  ‘  miklnefs,  tendernefs,  and_  mo¬ 
deration  of  the  Englifli  Bifliops  for  a  courie  of 
years  pafl;  infomuch,  that  they  had  ‘  fcarcely 
afforded  an  inftance  of  reafonable  complaint, 
efpecially  to  Difienters  In  anfwer  whereto,  he 
was  told  of  the  rejertion  of  the  petition  of  the 
Presbyterian  church  at  New-York  for  a  char¬ 
ter  which  was  efferted  through  the  interpofi* 
tion,  particularly,  of  the  Bifhopof  London,  oc- 
cafioned,  without  all  doubt,  by  ungenerous  re- 
prefentations  from  Epiicopahans  in  America. 

As  I  am  not,  from  perfonal  knowledge,  ac- 
quainted  with  this  affair  any  more  than  thepoc- 
tor,  what  1  propofe  is  to  hand  to  the  Public,  in 
an  appendix,  the  clear,  full,  and  yet  concife,  ac¬ 
count  of  it,  which  has  been  tranlmitced  to  me 
fiom  New-York  :  previoufly  giving  this  intima¬ 
tion,  that  the  fads,  contained  in  the  account  to 
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be  exhibited,  came  with  their  proper  vouchers 
copies  or  the  origina!  papers,  which  would  have 
been  printed,  bye  that  they  are  moll  of  them 

r  ,^|''0»ght,  it  would  be  too 
g  Cdt  a  crefpafs  on  the  readers’s  patience  to  cal! 

flp  •*’°L  ^  ™3y,  however,  be 
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P.  r.  1.  17,  for  have  r.  what  has— p.  9. 1.  25,  for  could 

r.  would— p.  12.1.  38,  for  ingenious  r.  ingenuous _ 

14.1.  12,  for  ingenious  r.  ingenuous — p.  48.  1,  07 
wree  r.  were— p.  52.  1.  ,2,  a.^ter  where  ddeof— a.’ct 
1.  18,  for  entertains  r.  e.ntertain-p.  69.  1.  J2,  for  rec- 
torfhjp,  r.  deanry.  p.  ,26.  ].  33,  for  there  r.  herc-p. 
^^2, 20^  for  were  r.  was,  .  > 
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HE  true  hiftory  of  the  various  applications  of 
the  Prefbytcrians  of  the  City  ofNew-York  for 
a  charter,  and  of  their  various  disappointments, 
fuccindtly  this. 


A  number  of  Gentlemen  pur^afed  aiot  of  ground 
in  1719,  for  the  eredling  of  a  chufcli  to  worftiip  in,  af-^ 
ter  the  mode  of  the  eftablifhed  perfuafion  in  North- 
Britain.  There  v/as  not  then  in  this  Colony,  nor  is 
there  to  this  day,  any  general  provifion  made  by  law, 
for  the  regulation  of  churches,  or  for  the  fupport  of  the 
Minifters  of  the  gorpel-— It  is  therefore  expedient  in 
this  Country,  for  the  prefervation  of  the  temporalities 
of  every  church,  and  the  maintenance  of  good  order, 
that  the  congregation  be  incorporated— 'Charters  for 
fuch  purpofes  had  been  granted  to  the  low  Dutch,  and 
cpifcopal  churches  ;  and  the  Colony  being  peopled 
from  Scotland  asv^ellas  England,  the  Scotch  founders 
of  the  Prefbyterian  church  in  New-York,  thought  they 
had  reafon  to  hope  government  would  not  be  lefs  fa¬ 
vourable  to  them,  than  to  the  Emigrants  from  South- 
Britain  ;  and  could  not  imagine  that  the  fons  of  the 
church  of  Scotland,  united  to  England  by  adl  of  Par¬ 
liament,  and  the  ties  of  allegiance  as  natural  born 
fubjedls,  were  not  to  have  equal  countenance,  with 
thofe  of  the  foreign  reformed  church  of  th6  united  Ne¬ 
therlands,  between  which  and  the  church  of  Scotland, 
there  is  no  efTential  difparity,  and  very  little  even  in 
point  of  meer  form.  With  conSdence  therefore  they 
prefented  a  petition  to  Col.  Schyler^  who  commanded 
in  chief  in  1721,  for  letters  of  incorporation.  The 
Epifcopalians  oppofed  the  grant,  though  they  v/ere 
themfelves  thenjuH  emerging  from  their  obfeurity  ; 
for^  at  that  time,  the  lov/  Dutch  congregations  figured 
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as  the  firfl  churches  in  Town,  and  are  ftill  the  moffi 
numer^s,  though  many  of  their  richeft  families  are 
gone  ofF  for  th^  fake  of  the  language,  to  the  Englifli 
churches.  When  Governor  arrived,  the  Prefbv- 

terians  renewed  their  attempt,  and  the  veftry  of  trinity 
c  urch  their  oppofition.  They  were  beard  againft  the 
petition,  and  to  the  fcandal  of  the  council-board  were 
jndui^ed  in  their  contemptible  narrow  minded  bigotry, 
i  heGovernor,  though/avorably  inclined  to  his  country¬ 
men,  'vas  unwilling  to  proceed  without  diredion  from 

—  ^  ^  r  '.*  «  J-V  ^  1  f  f*  .  1  * 


home— ns  wrote  to  the  board  of  trade  in  1724,  and 
tneir  Lordilijps  conlulted  Counfellor  IVefi,  who  lubfcri« 
feed  an  opinion  in  the  following  terms. 

^  Upon  conjGderation  of  the  fcveral  aas  of  uniform 
rnity  that  have  paffed  in  Great-Brit^in  1  aai  of  opinion, 
that  they  do  not  extend  toNew-York,  and  confequentJv 
an  of  tolerationis  of  no  ufe  in  that  Province  ;  and 
therefore,  as  there  is  no  provincial  afl:  for  uniformity  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  church  of  England,  i  am  of  opinion,  that 
by  law  fuch  patents  of  incorporation  may  be  granted 
by  the  petition  is  dcfired. 

Richard  Wejl^  Aug.  20.  1754. 
No  charter  could  however  be  obtained,  and  difcou^ 
raged  by  fuccefslefs  follicitations,  the  congregation  for 
the  prefervation  of  their  effate,  vefted  it  in  March  f  73©^ 
in  the  general  aflembly  of  the  church  of  Scotland, 
who  £'iil  hold  the  fee,  but  have  iffued  a  declaration 
contirtuing  the  application  of  it,  to  the  pious  ufes,  for 
which  it  was  originally  purchafed. 

Notwithstanding  all  oppolluon,theScotch  church 
flouriflied  under  the  long  and  laborious  miniif  ry  of  the 
Rev.  Mr.  Pemberton^  who  fettled  here  in  1727  ;  and 
wnen  the  Lutherans  applied  for  a  charter  to  Lie.utenant 
Gowtxnox  Delaney  in  1759,  the  Preifeyterians  made  a 
third  appliGationr->«The  Lutherans  were  encouraged  by 
gentlemen  then  in  the  council,  who  promifed  to  be¬ 
friend  them  ;  and  the  Prefbyterians  by  favourable  ex- 
preilions  from  the  Lieutenant  Governor,  who  had  fre¬ 
quently  declared  his  abhorrence  of  the  former  oppofitioa 
as  illegal  and  unreafonable  ;  and  when  the  petition  was 
preferred,  he  received  Mr.  Bojlw'ick^  the  then  Adinifer, 
and  his  Eiders  and  Dsacons^  politely,  and  profeiLd 

his 
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h\s  readincfs  to  grant  their  requeft,if  the  Council  would 

Smith,  fince  one  of  the  Judges,  was  one  of  the 
board,  when  the  petition  of  the  Presbyterians  was  read, 
S  rkerred  to  a  committee  ;  but  no  opportunity  was 
eiven  a  trial  of  Mr.  Del^ncey’s  fincerity  :  for  Mr. 
Smith,  the  only  Non-epifcopalian  member,  was  chofert 
chairman  of  the  Committee,  and  was  unable  to  pre¬ 
vail  upon  the  reft  of  the  council  to  meet ;  and,  if  he 
could,  would  have  loft  his  own  vote  by  being  in  the 

^  Obliging  thcLuthcrans  at  that  time, if  any  fuch  in¬ 
tention  there  really  was,  would  have  difeovered  a  parti¬ 
ality  too  barefaced  ;  and  therefore,  while  the  Presbyte¬ 
rians  petition  was  neglefted,  that  of  the  Lutherans  was 
qilv  pretended  to  be  put  in  a  way  for  obtaining  the 
royal  order  from  home  5  and  thus  the  council  were  to 
be  behind  the  curtain,  and  avoid  popular  cenlure.— It 
fo  happened  hewever,  and  perhaps  by  intriegues  from 
this  quarter,  that  the  Lords  of  trade  could  not  fee  it  ex¬ 
pedient  to  advife  the  gratification  of  thsir  i^qucft  J  and 
accordingly  a  letter  came  from  their  Lordlhips  to  Mr. 
Golden,  which  cut  off  the  reafonable  expectations  ef  that 

fociety  of  loyal  Proteftants.  ^  ^  ^ 

The  Presbyterians  had  experienced  many  inconveni¬ 
ences  for  want  of  a  charter  ;  and  though  the  juft,  and 
generous  adminiftration  of  Sir  Henry  Moore,  prompted 
them  to  make  a  fourth  attempt,  yet  upon  a  doubt  now 
ftarted,  whether  his  commiffion  authorifed  him  to 
grant  incorporating  patents,  and  from  a  want  of  confi¬ 
dence  in  his  council,  it  was  thought  moft  prudent  to 
lay  the  cafe,  of  this  diftant  difperfion  of  the  church  ot 
Scotland,  before  his  Majefty— A  petition  was  accord¬ 
ingly  prepared,  and  tranfmitted  with  a  draft  of  the 

charter  defired  in  March,  1767*  _  ,  , 

T HE  negotiation  of  this  bufinefs  was  trufted  to  the 
late  Dr.  Samuel  Chandler,  and  Mr.  Deberi  -,  but  it 
fell  folely  upon  the  latter.  Dr.  Chandler,  6yiag 
the  time  of  the  arrival  of  the  papers  in  London.  The 
Earl  of  Dartmouth,  fo  renowned  for  his  catholieifm, 
and  readinefs  to  promote  the  intereft  of  our  commoa 
chriftianity,  then  ptefided  at  the  board  of  trade,  and  en- 


IV 


appendix 


!fn.?  v"  of  the  reafonablenefs  of  the 

oTkf  kfnt  “t' '1  «■  P"'  ““  P"i“"  in- 

co-operation  of  cer 
TOsafked,  couMbe  obtained; 
^  '"“y  P^»'‘‘oo  before 

Lt^n  ff- -  'Tbe  Lords  Cotnn-n-ffioners  ft  Plan! 

?twt “lorn  ‘bey  had  an 

nlwe.,  from  Sir  Benry  Moure,  to  a  letter  thev  wrote 

to  him  on  the  a9th  of  July,  jjbb. 

_  This  letter  was  accompanied  with  a  codv  of  the  ne- 
tition  and  the  draft  of  the  charter-~Tbey  were  all  com 
nvunicated  by  the  Governsr.to  his  council  ;  and  on  the 
J  7th  of  July,  1767,  the  petitioners  offered  to  attend 
thecal!  of  the  board,  for  the  fupport  of  their  aHeSS- 
ons,  by  a  petition  which  was  that  day  read  in  eSn- 
Cil,  and  iert  With  their  clerk,  for  the  ufe  of  the  com- 

X  T  after  Mr.  Horfemanden,  as  th- 

ddeft  member  of  the  board,  was  waited  upon  to  aol 

JeXe^r ^  ‘his  pLpofe,  b^ut 

No  teport  was  delivered  until  the  15th  of  April,  al- 
tnough  the  letter  from  theLords  of  trade  arrived  here  on 

tne  4th  o  November  preceding, and  there  weremany  in- 

t  rmediate  meeting  of  the  council.  I  believe  the^mi- 
nutes  will  prove  that  the  members  met  every  week _ 

Ph-f  T  ^  T  ‘he  latter  end  of  March, 

tie  Chief  Juftice  was  called  out,  and  in  anfwer  to  an 

intreaty  for  a  fpeedy  report  to  the  Governor,  faid  with 
tartnefs  lhat  the  rnmer  need  not  be  pnjhed,  and  that  he 
w,Md  the  government  had  not  troubled  them  with  the  peti- 
ttm  A  Gentleman  took  the  liberty  to  fay,  that  all 
the  Lords  of  trade  required  was  to  be  informed,  whe- 

‘  Of  that  there  is  no  doubt  J  piiea, 

’  E  PO“  appears,  however,  by  its  date,  (o  have 
oeen  ffmflied  about  that  time.  VVe  do  not  ikm  S 
the  committee  were  waited  upon  now  by  the  vefoy  of 
trinity  church,  nor  was  it  ncceffary,  as  their  chulrh 
wardens  were  of  the  council.  Mr.^ Chief  Juftict  w^t 
one,  and  ^\Reade  the  other,  and  as  chairman  of  Thi 
committee  had  she  honour  to  make  their  report! 

That 
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That  it  was  not  earlier  delivered,  may  be  Imputed  to  a 
defire  to  render  the  petition  abortive,  or  to  the  them 
ticiclifli  ftate  of  things,  a  difTolution  of  the  aflimbly  in 
purfuance  of  a  feptennial  bR  being  at  hand,  and  James 
Delancey  named  as  a  candidate  for  the  City  of  New- 
York,  who  had  two  uncles  in  council,  zealous  for  the 
public  confidence,  and  interefted  ijci  retarding  a  report 
which  v/ould  naturally  give  offence  ;  but  the  Gover- 
nor’s  importunity  forced  them  to  fpeak  out.— It  does 
not  appear  that  there  was  a  fingle  member  diffbnting 
to  thfs  report. 

The  petitioners  afked  for  a  copy  en  thc'^joth  of 
April,  1767,  but  this  requeff  was  denied,  and  by  this 
means  their  adverfaries  had  frequent  opportunity  fox' 
tx  parte  reprefentations  againft  the  meafure^  in  a  courfis 
of  private  correfpendence  ;  which  was  doubtlefs  im¬ 
proved  by  the  Clergy,  and  the  draftfmen  who  fabricated 
the  report. 


Sir  Hetiry  Moore  1  off  no  time  in  tranfmitting  it.-*** 
The  petitioners  (who  one  v/ould  imagine  had  a  right 

^  ignorant  of  its  contents^  and  under 

all  poiiible  difadvantages  ;  nor  could  give  any  futable 
diredions  to  their  Agent.— Whether  the  council  kept 
e  tbe  Epifcopalians  without  doors,  judge 

j  ^  Bifliop  of  London,  notwithffanding  the 
oa  e  moderation  of  the  order,  appeared  twice  to  ©q- 
^  petition  before  the  CGmmiffioncrs  for  trade 
an  antations,  as  though  t  he  grant  of  the  privilege,, 
o  ecuring  a  houfe  fet  apart  by  Proteftants^  worfhippin^ 
accor  ing  to  the  ufage  in  North  Britain,  was  repu<yi 

benevolence  enjoined  by  the  gofpel  of 
1  j  ‘and  though  Lord  Clare^  whofe  zeal  for  li- 

of  private  judgment,  maybe  ar- 
^  ^  i^nown  event  in  the  hiffory  of  his  life. 

madi*  trade,  a  report  was 

^^J^ffy?  which  foon  after  ilTued  in  a  final 

u*  ^bis  report,  the  queftion, 

patinn«^h  fs  Majefty,  confiftently  with  the  obli- 
on  thf^  under  by  his  coronation  oath,  founded 

fecurin  Queen  entitled,  <  an  ad-  for 

firanf  ff  ^^^^^^bofEngland  asbylaweftabliflied,’could 
®  requefted  charter,  being  left  undecided;  the 
A  a  leporl 
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report  was,  it  would  be  ^  inexpedient,  upon  the  princi-^’ 
pies  of  general  policy,  to  give  the  Prefbyterian  church 
of  New- York  any  other  privileges  than  it  is  entitled 
to  by  the  Jaw  of  toleration." 

Whatever  liberties  the  people  of  England  may 
-think  fit  to  take  at  this  day,  in  remarking  upon  the  a6ls 
of  their  Sovereign,  the  Americans  conceive  themfelves 
bouad  to  fpcak  on  fuch  occafions,  with  the  moft  pro¬ 
found  deference.  The  light,  however,  in  which  his 
fervants  have  thought  fit  to  hold  up  the  requeft  of  the 
Scotch  church  of  Nev/ -York,  every  man  may  never- 
thelels  confider  and  animadvert  upon  with  fome  free¬ 
dom.  S  hey  are  anfwerabie  to  the  whole  world  for 
their  conduct  j  and  have  proceeded  upon  a  principle, 
that  deferves  the  confideration  of  all  the  Colonies.  No¬ 
thing  has  contributed  more  to  the  acquifition  and  cul¬ 
tivation  of  thefe  efTential  parts  of  the  Empire,  than  the 
Teafonable  and  wxll  policed  afiiirance  we  have  had  for 
free  indulgence  in  matters  of  religion  :  And  a  repug¬ 
nant  Ipirit  will  be  as  ruinous  to  our  peace  and  profpe- 
nty,  as  it  is  difgraceful  to  a  Gentleman,  and  incon- 
fiftent  v/ith  religion  and  philofophy,  freedom  of  enquiry, 

and  human  felicity.  We  have  feen  an  A— m-f- - n 

of  corrupt  and  d  iTolutc  M-n — rs,  mcrcilefsly  grafp- 
ing  at  our  liberties  and  eftates  ;  a-nd  it  is  feme  confola- 
tion.that  cur  cifappointment  in  a  requeft  friendly  to  the 
rights  of  confcience,  'may  be  attributed  to  men,  whofe 
influence  at  the  court  of  a  good  King,  will  probably 
very  foon  be  at  an  end. 

i  ONLY  add,  that  although  there  have  long  fince 
been  petitions  preferred  htrg^  by  theFrench  Proteftants, 
and  the  Low  Dutch  churches  of  Orange  Town,  New- 
Hempfied,  Marble  Town,  Bodchefier  and  Wawariing, 
nothing  final  is  determined  upon  them  ;  while  it 
is  the  ufual  pradlice,  to  grant  charters  to  the  epifeo- 
pal  churches  without  the  leafi:  hefitation.  It  is  not 

little  congregation  at  Albany  was  in¬ 
corporated  with  power ,  to  hold  an  immenfe  revenue* 
Another  patent  is  ififued  to  provide  for  Clergymen’s 
widows,  by  an  income  of  many  thoufands  per  annum  ; 
and  at  this  very  jundurc  the  Society  for  propagating 
the  gofpe),  though  reftrained  from  taking  real  eftates  at 
home,  are  afking  for  grants  of  the  crown  lands  here 
in  mortmain  lor  the  cpucopal  churches,  to  the  amount 

of 
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of  thoufands  of  acres.  In  fome  inftances  they  have 
been  grat-fied  already.  Thefc  fa6fs  are  rnentioncdj  to 
ihew  the  fplrit  of  the  oppofition  to  the  petitions  of  the 
non-epifcopal  churches,  who,  inftead  of  foiiciting  for 
ample  endowments,  defire  nothing  more  than  purcha- 
jed  eftates,  barely  fuiHcient  for  the  lupport  of  the  gof- 
pel ;  and  to  juftify  our  fears  that  the  prefent  ftruggles  of 
the  MiiTionaries  and  others  to  introduce  Epifcopacy  in¬ 
to  America,  originate  from  ambitious  defigns  for  effa- 
blifliing  an  opulent  hierarchy  in  this  Country,  with 
prclatical  diftindlion  and  power. 

The  reader  wHl  not,  1  truft,  be  out  of  patience,  if 
he  is  detained,  while  i  contrafi  the  above  accoinit  with 
an  a^i  of  the  MojJachujetU' gcverr.mtni^  confpicuc-usly 
exemplifying  that  candour,  fairnefs,  and  impartial  equi¬ 
ty  in  Non-Eptfcopallans^  Vt^hich  were  fo  remarkably 
wanting  in  thofe  of  the  contrary  denorriination,  with 
^reference  to  the  alFair  that  has  been  juft  related. 

This  having  had  the  Royal  sanction,  with¬ 
out  the  leaft  obftru^ion  from  the  ilimfy  pretence  of  ‘  a 
breach  of  the  coronation-oath,’  or  a  ^  violation  of 
any  affs  of  uniformity,’  or  its  being  ^  inconiiifent  with 
found  policy,’  has,  from  the  28th  of  the  reign  of 
-George  the  2nd,  been  a  {landing  law  of  this  Province. 

It  was  occafioned  by  a  motion  made  in  the  houfe  of 
reprefentatives,  in  behalf  of  the  Paflors  and  Deacons  of 
the  church  to  which  I  am  related,  that  they  might  be 
ftrengthened  in  their  endeavours  to  fecure  the  payment 
of  an  annuity,  given  to  them  by  will,  out  of  the  rents 
of  a  valuable  farm, to  be  by  them  yearly  difpofed  of  for¬ 
ever  for  the  benefit  of  a  well-dlfpofed,  and  promifmg, 
but  needy,  fludent  at  Harvard-CoW^g^^  in  Cambridge. 
It  was  at  once  thought,  that  this  was  a  matter  of  com¬ 
mon  concern  ;  and,  accordingly,  an  adf  was  prepar¬ 
ed,  and  pafTed  by  both  houfes,  (in  which,  unlcfs  we 
fhould  except  one  or  two,  there  v/crc  no  epifeo- 
pal  members)  and  readily  figned  by  the  Governor  ; 
taking  in  all  Proteftant  denominations,  EpisCtiPA- 
LiANs  by  name  ;  And  the  whole  was  done  &f  their 
own  meer  motion,  under  the  iniluence  of  candor,  ho¬ 
nour,  and  a  becoming  fenfe  of  the  regard  that  ouoht  to 
be  paid  to  the  rule  of  right,  Without  partiality.  ^Epif- 
cppal  applications  v/cfc  not  needed;,  nor  were  thr;y 
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made.  The  a<9:,  wherein  it  is  neceflary  it  fhould  be 
lecited.  Is  as  follows, 

<  f/HERE  AS  many  grants  and  donations  have  heretofore 
heen  made  by  ft^ndry  weil^difpofed  perjons^  in  and  by  fuch 
exprejjions  and  terms  as  plainly  /how  it  was  the  intent  and 
ixpeflaiiQu  of  fuch  grantors  and  donor  that  their  fevercl 
grants  and  donations  jhould  take  effedl  Jo  as  that  the 
ejlates  granted  jlsould  go  in  JucceJfwi  :  But  doubts  have 
<arijen  in  what  cafes  fuch  donations  and  grants  may  ope~ 
estate^  fo  as  to  go  m  jiiccfion  : 

For  aicertaijiing  whereof : 

^  Be  it  by  the  Governor,  Council,  and 

houfe  of  Representatives,  That  the  Deacons  of 
all  the  feyeral  Ffoteftant  churches,  not  being  epifcopal 
churches,  and  the  Cferr/;  Wardens  of  the  feveral  ep/- 
churches,  are,  and  mall  be,  deemed  fo  far  bodies 
^orporate^  as  to  take  iny2/a'e^i'7;Ta[l  grants  and  donations, 
"ivhether  real  or  perfonal,  made  either  to  their  feveral 
churches,  the  poor  of  their  churches,  or  to  them  and 
their  fucceffors,  and  tofueand  defend  in  all  adions  touche 
ing  the  fame  j  and  wherever  the  Miniifers, Elders  orVeifry 
fliallinfuch  origmal  grants  or  donations  have  been  joined 
with  fuch  De  aeons  or  Church  W  ardens  as  donees  or^gran- 
4ees  in  fucceiuon,  in  fuch  cafes  fuch  officers  and  their 
fuccejTors,  together  with  the  Deacons  or  Church  War¬ 
dens.  fliali  be  deemed  the  corporation  for  fuch  purpofes 
3S  aiorefaid.  And  the  Ulinilter  or  IVIiailfers  of  the  fe- 


verai  prote(t;mt  churches  of  whatever  denomination, 
^re  and  feall  be  deemed  capable  of  taking  in  fucceffioii 
siny  parfonage  land,  or  lands  granted  to  theMiniitcr  and 
Ills  iucceiTors,  or  to  the  ufe  ot  thelViinifters,  andoffuino- 
Slid  defending  all  utkions  touching  the  farne;  favinp 
that  nothing  in  this  aft  lhall  be  conilrued  to  make  void 
final  judgment  of  any  court  of  common  law  or 
Judge  of  probate  ;  laying  alfo,  that  no  alienation  of  any 
lands  belonging  to  churches  hereafter  made  by  the 
Deacons  without  the  confent  of  the  church  or  a  com- 
rri’ttce  of  the  church  for  that  purpoie  appointed,  or  by 
Cnurch  Wardens  without  the  confent  of  the  Veftry, 
fhali  be  fuincierit  to  pafs  the  fame.  And  that  no 
alienation  hereafter  made  by  Mioifters  of  lands  by  them 
held  in  fucceFion  be  valid  any  longer  than  during 

fuch 
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fuch  alienors  continuing  Miniftcrs,  unlefs,  fuch  Mini¬ 
sters  be  Alinifiers  of  particular  Towns,  Diftrid:s,  or 
Prccinds,  and  make  fuch  alienation  with  the  confenl 
of  fuch  Towns,  Diftric^s,  or  Precinfe,  or  unlefs  fuch 
Minifters  fo  aliening  be  Miniftcrs  of  Epifcopal  Churches^ 
^nd  the  fame  be  done  with  the  confciiC  of  the  Veftfy\«^ 

HATi  Epifccpalians  zx.  New-York  been  in  the  exercifc 
of  like  candor  and  impaitiality  with  Non-epifcopalians  m 
this  Province,  their  Prefbyterian  brethren  would  have 
met  with  no  difHcuIty  in  obtaining,  from  the  Govern¬ 
ment  there,  the  charter  they  defired  :  Nor,  had  they 
fent  no  ungenerous  unfriendly  reprefentations  to  dig¬ 
nified  Clergymen  at  home,  is  it  in  the  leaft  probable 
the  King  would  have  rejected  the  petition  they  made 
to  him.  As  there  was  nn  fiptfc^p/il  tn  turn 

Majjachufptu  it  readily  obtained  the  King’s  fiat^ 
And  there  is  no  reafon  to  think,  but  he  would  as  rea¬ 
dily  have  granted  the  charter  petitioned  for,  by  the 
Ncw-Yoik  Prefbyterian s,  as  it  meant  prccifcly  the 
fame  thing  with  the  PAaJfachufetts-a6i^  had  not  epifeo- 
palian  Yorkers,  in  council,  or  cut  of  council,  or  both^ 
tranfmitted  fuch  illiberal  acceunts,to  great  men  inEng- 
land,as  cxeited  their  zeal,  and  urged  them  ou  to  endea¬ 
vours  to  bring  this  petition  to  naught. 

It  is  to  be  hoped,  the  generous  candor,  and  impar¬ 
tial  juftice,  exemplified  by  the  non-cpifbopal  Mafia- 
chufetts-Province,  will  have  fome  good  efeil  upon 
Epifcopalians  in  the  other  Colonies.  It  is  powerfully 
adapted  to  fuch  a  purpofe  \  and  cannot  well  fail,  if  duly 
confideredjof  putting  to  fhamc  that  narrownefs  of  fpirir 
that  bigotry  of  fentiment,  and  party-partiality,  v/hich 
are  inconfiilent  with  a  freedom  in  doing  to  others,  as 
we  would  they  ihould  do  to  us.  it  may  reafoaably  be 
expedled,  the  noble  example  of  undifiinguifhed  can¬ 
dor  and  goodnefs,  that  has  been  brought  to  view,  will 
engage  the  New -York  Epifcopalians,  from  a  fenfe  of 
honour,  friendlinefs,  impartiality,  and  juftice,  heartily 
to  join  with  the  Prefbyterians  there  in  endeavours,  that 
they  may  be  put  upon  the  fame  equitable  footino*  with 
themfelves,  by  being  favoured  with  a  charter  of" incor¬ 
poration  for  the  temporalities  of  their  church.  Unlefs 
there'fhould  be  thedifeovery  of  fuch  a  temper  and  con- 

dud 


A  P 


P  E  N  D  I  X; 


du(^l5  in  vain  it  will  be  to  expeft,  that  our  fears,  ref- 
pcfting  the  propofed  American  Epifcopate,  fhould  be 
{ilenced.  IfEpifcopaliausof  inferior  ftation,  and  com¬ 
paratively  fmaii  importance,  can,  by  handing  accounts' 
to  dignitaries  at  home,  efFcdt  fuch  mifehief  to  the  other 
denominations,  what  may  not  be  feared  from  the  in- 
Suence  of  Biihops,  refiding  in  the  Colonies  ! 
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